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Noting the frequency in history of special activities of the 
Powers of Good being immediately followed by antagonistic 
outbursts of the Powers of Evil. Examples: God’s Creation, 
“very good,” followed by the invasion of Satan; the tempta- 
tion and fall of man—countered again by God, John iii. 16. 

Again: the great act of divine love and pity in the Son of 
God taking into His personality the nature of man as it came 
from the hands of the Creator, followed by unceasing effort by 
the Powers of Evil to frustrate the divine plan of salvation, by 
the persecution and death of the incarnate Redeemer on the 
Cross. Again: that sacrifice of the Lamb of God having 
redeemed mankind the enemy of God and man still strives to 
make the sacrifice vain. When, in obedience to the Risen 
Saviour just before His ascension, when He directed them to 
go into all the world and proclaim the glad tidings of 
Redemption, they had got as far west as Hippo in North 
Africa, Satan was still struggling to thwart God’s loving 
purposes with a powerful weapon—the difference between the 
Oriental and the Western in the way they formulated their 
thoughts and expressed them—viz. the Oriental thinking and 
speaking in picture, simile, metaphor, the Western thinking 
and expressing himself in hard, literal, matter-of-fact words. 
In this difference the enemy saw the instrument for producing 
infinite misunderstanding and dispute. In endeavouring to 
defeat Satan’s plan the greatest of the Fathers, St Augustine, 
toiled in speech and writing, in the fifth century, and Dr John 
Forbes in the seventeenth, as will appear in the following 
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Note.—References in this book to passages in the /zstructiones of 
John Forbes are indicated thus: XI. ii. 4, to be read—Book XI, 
Chapter ii., § 4—-that is, § 4 of Chapter ii. of Book XI. 


MEMOIR OF 
JOHN FORBES OF CORSE 


PROFESSOR OF DIVINITY IN THE UNIVERSITY OF KING’s 
COLLEGE, ABERDEEN, FROM 1620 TO 1641 


The greatest of “the Aberdeen Doctors” 


HoMER (in the Odyssey, ii. 276-277) makes Athene say to 
Telemachus : 

Tlavpot yap rot raides Spotor rarpt réAovra, 

Ot wXeoves Kaklous, ratpo. be re TAT pds dpElous. 


—“ Few sons are like their sire ; most worse, few better than 
their father.” 

To this dictum John Forbes of Corse gives no support. 
In his case the son was like his sire. Both were among the 
most distinguished and the most pious of the sons of the 
Scottish Church ; and, at least in the extent and depth of 
his patristic and scholastic learning, the son was better 
than his father. It was not easy to excel such a father, 
for Patrick Forbes was one of the three great Bishops of 
Aberdeen—the second founder of its University; second 
only among the three to the great William Elphinstone, its 
original founder. 

But at the birth of the subject of this account Patrick 
Forbes was neither Bishop of Aberdeen nor Laird of Corse. 
His father was still alive, and living in the old castle on the 
family estate in Aberdeenshire ; while the future Bishop— 
still, and for many years afterwards, a layman—having in 
1589, at the age of twenty-five, married Lucretia Spence, a 
daughter of the Laird of Wormiston, in Fifeshire, had set 
up his penates at a country house in the neighbourhood of 
- Montrose, 


9 


10 MEMOIR OF 


John Forbes was his second son. He was born on the 
2nd of May, 1593, and it was not till he was five years old 
that his father succeeded to the family estate. His early 
education was received at home, at Corse, under his father’s 
eye. At the age of fourteen, not an unusual age in those 
days, he was sent to the University founded by Bishop 
William Elphinstone one hundred and twelve years before 
in Old Aberdeen, There he followed the usual course of 
study in languages and philosophy ; finishing his course in 
I6II or 1612, about the time that his father was ordained, 
under unusual circumstances. In 1592, three years after 
Patrick Forbes was married, Presbyterianism was established 
in Scotland for the first time. Four years after he settled 
down at Corse, King James succeeded to the throne of 
England. He soon began to make large use of his pre- 
rogative, and in a way which showed that he had not 
forgotten how the Presbyterians had treated his mother, 
Queen Mary, and himself during his minority, and that he 
never forgot his adage—‘‘ No Bishop, no King.” Then the 
confusion of previous years became still. more confounded. 
There was not only the struggle between the Presbyterian 
and Episcopalian parties, but also a struggle between the © 
democratic element in Scottish character and the auto- 
cratic ideas and methods of the King. The Presbyterians 
found that times were somewhat changed, and it did not 
improve their temper. 

The struggle and its effects found their way into the 
quiet and somewhat remote rural neighbourhood of Corse. 
Patrick Forbes’s brother John was minister of Alford, the 
church of which is about five miles (as the crow flies) from 
Corse. He was a strong supporter of the party (Presbyter- 
ian) of Melville, and had been Moderator of an Assembly 
held at Aberdeen in 1605 in defiance of the King’s pro- 
clamation. For this he and several other ministers were 
first imprisoned, and some years afterwards banished. 
The result was that several parishes in the district were 
without pastoral care of any kind. The neighbouring 
ministers, knowing the character and ways of the Laird of 
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Corse, besought Patrick Forbes that what he did for his 
own household he would do for these destitute people. He 
consented; and officiated in the church nearest to his house 
- every Sunday. 

Hearing of this, Patrick Blackburn, who at that time 
' bore the title of Bishop of Aberdeen, though he had not 
received valid consecration, besought him, again and again, 
with the support of the whole Synod, to enter the ministry 
and undertake a pastoral charge. But he declined, alleging 
as his reason the burden of the duties, and the difficulties 
of the times. The burden of the duties was evidently not 
a serious part of his objection, because, with the approval 
_ of Blackburn and his Synod, he continued to preach as 
before, till a minister should be appointed. The difficulties 
_ of the times he no doubt felt really enough. He had not 
the same ideas of the ministry as Andrew Melville, and 
avoided ordination till he could get a valid one. 

All these doings were maliciously reported to George 
Gladstones, who was as much Archbishop of St Andrews 
as Patrick Blackburn was Bishop of Aberdeen. Gladstones 
ordered Forbes to abstain from preaching till he should be 
regularly admitted a minister. This injunction Forbes at 
once obeyed, attending as a layman the public services, 
but continuing to instruct his own household in Scriptural 
knowledge and religious truth as he did aforetime. 

In February 1610 he wrote to the King, James, explaining 
his action, and the letter produced an impression on the 
King’s mind so favourable that nothing that happened 
afterwards was able to change it. 

Meanwhile the King continued to work diligently, 
though not constitutionally, towards the restoration of the 
Episcopal form of Church government in the Church of 
Scotland. Presbyterianism was already practically sub- 
verted. The King summoned a General Assembly, which met 
at Glasgow on the 8th of June, 1610, and after sermons on 
the lawfulness of Episcopacy and the superiority of Bishops 
over Presbyters, accepted with very little opposition the 
King’s Eleven Articles and proposals; so that in October 


12 MEMOIR OF 


the Archbishop of Glasgow and the Bishops of Brechin 
and Galloway were consecrated at London by the Bishops 
of London, Ely, Rochester and Worcester, and returning 
to Scotland soon afterwards consecrated the other bishops, 
and filled the sees of Scotland with men whose consecration 
was valid. 

In the following year the minister of Keith, a place in 
the diocese of Moray, about twenty-eight miles from Corse, 
as the crow flies, who in consequence of a painful disease 
had become the victim of melancholia and attempted to 
kill himself, had inflicted upon his throat a wound which 
ultimately proved mortal. But the immediate effect of 
his bleeding was to restore the balance of his brain, and he 
was struck with horror at the act which he had committed, 
and bitterly repented. In his agony of mind he sent for 
Patrick Forbes, who hastened to his bedside. The dying 
man was much comforted by Forbes’s conversation ; but 
continued to bewail again and again the injury which his 
sinful and criminal act would inflict on the cause of religion 
among the parishioners of Keith, and entreated Forbes to 
become his successor, and prevent as far as possible the 
evil consequences. Forbes was much moved by the appeal, 
which in the extraordinary circumstances seemed to him a 
call from God, especially when the neighbouring ministers 
and the people of the parish joined in the request. The 
burden of the ministerial office was not less than it had been 
five years before. The difficulties of the times were very 
far from being removed. But Patrick Blackburn was now 
duly consecrated Bishop of Aberdeen, and a duly consecrated 
bishop occupied the see of Moray. That was the chief 
difference. Whether that was the thing that removed his 
objections or not, Patrick Forbes consented, and was 
ordained in 1611 or 1612, and became the minister of Keith, 
in the forty-seventh year of his age. 

When Bishop Blackburn died, four years afterwards, the 
people and clergy of Aberdeen were eager to have Patrick 
Forbes for their Bishop, but the King could not very well 
agree to their desire, because it would have been a violation 
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of one of the Articles which he had himself induced the 
Assembly of Glasgow to accept, inasmuch as Forbes had 
not yet served ten years in the ministry. 

Three years later, when the see of Aberdeen was again 
vacant, notwithstanding that Patrick Forbes had not even 
yet served ten years in the ministry, the King nominated 
him to the see of Aberdeen, and intimated his choice to 
the Scottish Bishops. But Patrick Forbes was exceedingly 
unwilling to accept the office. He saw that the arbitrary 
and autocratic methods of the King were embittering the 
public mind, and exasperating a people with an inborn . 
hatred of such a method of government, and feared that 
the results would be disastrous to both Church and State. 
It could not but be peculiarly distasteful to him that the 

regulation requiring ten years’ service in the ministry 
should be arbitrarily broken by the King in order that one 
who hated and feared autocratic methods should himself 
thus be made Bishop of Aberdeen. “If,” he wrote to the 
Archbishop of St Andrews, “‘ wherein our Church seemeth 
defective, his Majesty would so far pity our weakness and. 
tender our peace, as to enforce nothing but what first in a 
free and national council were determined, wherein his 
highness would neither make any man afraid with terror, 
nor pervert the judgment of any with hope of favour, then 
men may adventure to do service. But if things be so 
violently carried on as no end may appear of bitter conten- 
tion, neither any place left to men in office, but instead of 
procuring peace and reuniting the hearts of the brethren, 
to stir the coals of detestable debate; for me, I have no 
courage to be a partner in that work. I wish my heart’s 
blood might extinguish the ungracious rising flame in our 
Church. But if I can do nothing for the quenching of it, 
_ then I would be heartily sorry to add fuel thereto. And 
this it is, my very good Lord, which only terrifieth me 
from undertaking that which otherwise, for the zeal of 
God’s house, with all hazard and with all my heart I would 
_ embrace.” 
_ Archbishop Spottiswood entreated Forbes to accept the 
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Bishopric: the Dean and Chapter and Commissioners of 
Presbyteries within the diocese elected him, and added 
their entreaties to the Archbishop’s ; and at last he yielded, 
and accepted with the feelings of a man about to lead a 
forlorn hope. He was consecrated Bishop of Aberdeen on 
the 17th of May, 1618, in the fifty-fourth year of his age. 

In the foregoing there will have appeared tokens of the 
unaffected and earnest piety of the family life at Corse, 
which manifestly set its mark, deep and clear, on the 
character of the son, John. There are written evidences 
of this belonging to every period of his life, from his student 
days onwards, but most abundant in the last twenty-four 
years of it, covered by the written record which appears in 
his works in a Latin dress provided by Dr Garden under 
the title of Vita Interior, sive Exercitia Spiritualia. No one, I 
think, can read these records without thinking of the spirit 
of wisdom and understanding, the spirit of counsel and 
ghostly strength, and the spirit of the holy fear of God. 
The self-abnegation and meekness, which evidently struck 
Dr Grub so forcibly, were characteristic of him from first to 
last. 

During the part of his life which closed with the com- 
pletion of his course at the University of Aberdeen, changes 
had been taking place in the ecclesiastical world of Scotland. 
As we have seen, Presbyterianism had been established for 
the first time the year before he was born. By the time 
that he left the northern University it had been subverted, 
and his father had received ordination at the hands of a | 
bishop. | 

Such was the state of things in Scotland when he left 
Aberdeen to pursue his studies on the Continent. He 
studied theology at Heidelberg, Sedan, and other famous 
universities of Upper and Lower Germany. He studied 
with ardour and thoroughness the Scriptures in the original 
languages, and the writings of the Christian Fathers; and | 
all his writings show that he had them thoroughly at © 
command, as well as the theological writers of later times. _ 
In fact, he became one of the most thoroughly equipped _ 
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theologians of his day; while few indeed of any day have 
surpassed him. 
He was evidently like his father in this respect—that 
his acquisitive faculties developed earlier and more rapidly 
than the critical. The effect of this was that his opinions 
_ were for a time coloured by the theological and personal 
atmosphere in which he found himself. He came into 
contact abroad with his uncle, John Forbes of Alford, who 
was now on the Continent on account of the part which he 
_had taken in Scottish Church affairs, as strong on the 
Presbyterian side as that which his father had taken on 
the other. The older relative produced an impression on 
the younger which was no doubt deepened by the influence 
_ of his uncle’s distinguished friends. To this influence his 
constantly extending and deepening knowledge of the 
Fathers and later theologians of the Church tended to pro- 
vide a corrective. But meantime, while in such surround- 
ings, he received Presbyterian Orders at Middleburg, on the 
4th of April, 1619; and among those who subscribed the 
certificate of his call was his uncle, John Forbes, then 
preacher to the English factory at Middleburg. No doubt, 
as Dr Grub remarks, this fact may have had its influence 
on his views regarding Episcopacy and ordination, which 
will be dealt with later on. 
Very shortly afterwards he returned home. His father 
had, during the preceding year, become Bishop of Aberdeen, 
and had energetically set himself to his great work of 
organising his diocese, so that the Christian ministry might 
be effective in every parish, and the ministers of the Church 
‘thoroughly equipped and fitted for their sacred duties, 
__ To this end he had bent his energies to reorganise the 
University of King’s College, so that it should not only 
_ effectively accomplish its work as the agent in the highest 
_ education of the country, but also produce a learned and 
_ devout clergy, who should become the leaders of thought 
_ as well as teachers of Christianity in the North. Two years 
_ after becoming Bishop he induced the clergy of the diocese 

to subscribe ten thousand marks for the foundation of a 
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Professorship of Divinity. His son John, the subject of 
this notice, had returned home the previous year with a 
great reputation for learning, and was known to a large 
number of the clergy. He was appointed by the Bishop 
and clergy to be the first occupant of the newly founded 
Chair. 

Possibly his modest and diffident disposition, possibly © 
also his sense of his youthfulness—he was only twenty-seven 
—made him reluctant to undertake so important and 
responsible a position. But he yielded his own feelings 
to the persuasion of others, and ultimately accepted the 
office. It very soon became apparent how well the Bishop 
and clergy had consulted the best interests of the Church 
by courageously postponing the consideration of his years 
to that of his quality. As Dr Garden remarks, it was the 
putting of the candle on the candlestick. The young 
Professor knew where to go for light. Humble, and con- 
scious of his imperfections, and not ignorant of his constant 
need of Divine light and guidance, as well as of all human 
learning, with vows and prayers, as his spiritual exercises 
show, he besought from the Father of lights the gifts which 
he needed to make him an instrument of God in his office. 
¥! Young himself, he was in the closest touch and sympathy 
with his students, and sought to make them not only 
thoroughly furnished theologians and pastors, but sincere 
and earnest followers of Jesus Christ. | 

The Bishop and clergy of the diocese made certain 
suggestions to him, which he thoroughly approved and 
set himself to carry out to the uttermost of his power. 

The first was that he should teach theology historically— 
making his students familiar with the faith and teaching of 
the Catholic Church through all the centuries from Christ 
downwards. This was the origin of his greatest work, © 

A nstructiones Hustorico-Theologice, which forms a large 

* folio of small print and is a storehouse of catenz of decisive 
passages from the Fathers and Christian writers of later — 
times on the doctrines of the Faith. He sought to make 
his students familiar with the progress of Christian thought. 
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Like all his works, these /ustvuctiones are in Latin, which was 
for long the academical language. 

The second point to be kept in view was the training of 
the future clergy in the practice of religion. As to the 
devotional side of this, how well qualified he was for his 
office is proved by his Vita Interior, sive Exercitia Spiritualhia, 
of which I shall say more hereafter. The other side of his 
work under this head was the origin of his learned work 
called Theologia Moralis, which contains much that is 
notable and valuable. 

The third point to be kept in view was the training of 
the future clergy in right ideas of the importance and duties 
of the pastoral office. This part of his work called into 
existence his treatise, De Curva et Residentia Pastorali. It 
is easy to see from expressions in the Vita Intervor how he 
enjoyed his work as Professor; and if the times had been 
as peaceful as the quiet scenery round the venerable crowned 
tower of King’s College no life could have been happier. 

Dr Garden does not tell us, so far as I have noticed, the 
date of his marriage; but I think it may be inferred with 
safety that when he came home in 1619 he brought his 
wife with him—because she died twenty years afterwards, 
having borne him nine children. So at this time, with work 
which was his delight and with Scete Roosboom (Sweet 
Rosetree) and their children brightening their home, 
nothing happier can be conceived. 

But the religious and ecclesiastical atmosphere of 
Scotland was in a condition of agitation and storm which 
made quietness and peace impossible for any of her sons. 
The violent discussions between individuals and parties 
who took opposite views on questions of doctrine and 
discipline would have been enough of themselves to produce 
universal unrest, and rouse keen oppositions and animosi- 
ties. But to these was added another cause which roused 
the temper of the Scottish people. That was the uncon- 
stitutional methods of the King, James I. The Scottish 
people had, and has, the keenest antipathy to all that 
savours of arbitrary and autocratic rule, more particularly 
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where the headquarters of such rule is beyond the Border. — 
Many therefore who were not opposed to the things which 
the King desired to see adopted and established in Scotland 
were roused to the keenest resentment when he attempted 
to establish them in an unconstitutional and autocratic 
way. The whole religious and political atmosphere was in 
a state of the highest electrical tension, in which a small 
thing would produce the most destructive outburst. The 
King’s methods made it exceedingly difficult for even those 
who agreed with his views to do any effective service for the 
furtherance of his desires or their own. The feeling had 
been well expressed by his father, Patrick Forbes, in de- 
clining the Bishopric of Aberdeen when first offered to him, 
That expression of feeling, in a letter to the Archbishop of 
St Andrews, was quoted on page 13. 

The preceding year the King had expressed a desire that 
Five Articles should be received by the Scottish Church : 
restoring Kneeling at the reception of Holy Communion ; 
Private Communion to the Sick ; Private Baptism in case 
of necessity ; the Commemoration of the Birth, Passion, 
Resurrection and Ascension of our Lord, and the Descent 
of the Holy Ghost ; and the Confirmation of the Young. 
The Archbishop of St Andrews remonstrated that they 
had never been sanctioned by an Assembly of the Church, 
and the King agreed to withdraw them in the meantime. 
But on visiting Scotland, soon afterwards, he arranged 
before leaving that a General Assembly should be summoned 
to sanction the Articles which he had formerly withdrawn. 
The Assembly met in November, but did nothing but allow 
private communion in cases of urgent necessity, and order 
the ministers in the Holy Communion to give the bread and 
wine out of their own hands directly to the people. Every- 
thing else they put off to a future Assembly. The King 
was very angry; wrote sharp letters to the two Arch- 
bishops, commanding them and the Bishops to preach on 
Christmas Day, and forbidding any stipend to be paid to 
ministers opposed to the Articles. The officials in Scotland 
knew that such measures would make the adoption of such 
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improvements for ever impossible, and persuaded the King 
to suspend the latter prohibition, But by Royal Proclama- 
tion he enjoined the observance of the five holy days; 
by this arbitrary proceeding increasing the prejudice 
against them, and weakening the hands of those who were 
as anxious to see them observed as he was himself. An 
Assembly was summoned to meet at Perth in August 1618, 
three months after Patrick Forbes was consecrated Bishop, - 
The King’s letter was autocratic, dictatorial and arbitrary 
in tone, and scolded the ministers severely for their pro- 
ceedings at the last Assembly. The Five Articles were then 
put to the meeting en bloc, and carried by 86 to 45. Two 
months afterwards they were ratified by the Privy Council, 
and in July 1621, Parliament, by a majority of 78 to 51, 
gave them the force of law. 

These figures show the divided state of opinion. The 
Articles made a visible difference in the public services of 
the Church ; the arbitrary pressure of the King’s authority 
was known; and the result was violent agitation and 
dispute from one end of the country to the other. As the 
’ voting in the Assembly shows, the clergy were divided. 
Some were stirring up the people against. Rome, superstition 
and idolatry. Some were better employed in the endeavour 
to instruct them in true religion. 

It was not to be expected that the newly appointed 
Professor of Divinity—who was, moreover, the Bishop’s 
son—could escape being drawn. into the vortex of debate. 
It fell out in this way. Alexander Lunan, who had taught 
philosophy in the University, and afterwards served the 
cures of Monymusk and Kintore, was greatly moved by 
the disputes regarding the Perth Articles. Among other 
things which troubled him regarding them was the question 
of kneeling at the reception of the Holy Communion. He 
could not satisfy himself that he ought to do it. In his 
perplexity he consulted John Forbes, of whose learning 
and piety and sound sense he had formed a high conception, 
whose reasonings so satisfied him that he showed them, 
with good results, to others in like difficulties. To Forbes, 
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who was a lover of peace all his life, and sought to be a 
peacemaker, this suggested the idea of doing the same thing 
for his Church and country as he had done for his friend. 
He accordingly enlarged his reasonings to cover the whole 
field of controversy, and published them, in 1629, when he 
was thirty-six years of age, under the title of Ivenicum, 
addressed to the lovers of truth and peace in the Scottish 
Church. It is not a mere pamphlet, for it occupies one 
hundred and forty pages folio of small print. With great 
force and persuasiveness he reasons to remove the objections 
to kneeling at the reception of the Holy Communion ; with 
- equal force and point justifies the commemoration on stated 
days of the great events in the life of the Incarnate Saviour ; 
argues that the laying-on-of-hands in Confirmation is no 
more to be given up because the Papists have abused it 
than marriage or Holy Communion ; defends forcibly the 
use of forms of prayer, and of the Lord’s Prayer, in the 
public services of the Church ; and stands up energetically 
for Episcopal government as being agreeable to the Word 
of God and the practice of the Church from the beginning. 
Everywhere the wealth of his patristic and scholastic 
learning is apparent and effectively used. But on the 
subject of Episcopacy and Ordination his views differ so 
considerably from those held by the greater number of 
Episcopalians now that I propose to postpone a fuller 
account of them to a later point. 

Archbishop Usher hailed the Ivenicum with delight and 
approbation, and its author as a modern Irenzus. 

But there was a party in Scotland which nothing could 
convince ; and the more powerful the reasoning addressed 
to men in such a frame of mind, the greater their irritation 
was likely to be. Certainly the amount of irritation which 
the [venicum produced in this party is a strong testimony 
to its power. So it turned out that the result was accurately 
stated in the lines : 

Aut Fabrum forceps, aut ars ignara fefellit, 
Rlpjvyv voluit cudere, cudit épuw. 


John Forbes was sensitively afraid lest for this result he 
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should be in any degree blameable himself. He therefore 
revised his Ivenicum, removing all expressions which might 
be considered harsh, and labouring to persuade, rather 
than crush; giving in this work an example of meekness 
and gentleness in dealing with views which he held to be 
erroneous, and expounding those he held to be true, which 
was greatly needed in his day, as indeed it is at all 
times. 

It made his work all the more powerful, but for that 
reason all the more hateful to the opposite party, which 
acted accordingly. They attacked his Ivenicum; he 
replied to his opponents, firmly asserting the divine 
authority of Episcopal government, and supporting his 
assertion with authentic authorities and arguments, show- 
ing that parity did not exist in the hierarchy of either the 
Old Testament or the New, or in that of the Primitive 
Church. Not in this matter only did he confront the 
Presbyterian party: he was an equally stout opponent of 
the doctrine of Predestination to Death, or Reprobation. 

He was in most brotherly agreement with the other 
“‘ Aberdeen Doctors,’ and their powerful aid was effectively 
used by the Bishop, both in Church and University. 

An attempt was made to use this strong band of divines 
as peacemakers on a broader field. One John Durie was 
endeavouring to bring about union or co-operation between 
the Lutherans and the Keformed. Durie, the son of Robert 
Durie, one of the ministers who had been banished by King 
James for the same action in the Aberdeen Assembly as 
had caused the banishment of John Forbes of Alford, 
devoted his life to this object. He came to England soon 
after Laud became Archbishop, and was favourably re- 
ceived both by him and by the Bishops, both in England 
and Scotland. By Archbishop Spottiswood’s advice he 
asked the opinion of the Aberdeen doctors on the points in 
_ dispute. They distinguished between things essential and 
things non-essential, and between absolute agreement in 
everything and agreement in essential points, and held 
that the Lutheran and Reformed Churches agreed on those 
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matters of faith as to which the Ancient Church had been of 
one mind. 

The assistance which this band of remarkable men gave 
to the attempt to restore concord among the Protestant 
communions on the Continent was, as Dr Grub remarks, 
their last peaceful labour. 

In their own country, not agreement or concord, but 
division, was universal, and was becoming more and more 
embittered every day. Bishop Patrick Forbes had fore- 
seen, with heavy foreboding, what was coming ; but happily 
was taken away from the evil to come. He died in 1635. 
His eldest son had died ten years before, and, accordingly, 
John Forbes succeeded to the estate of Corse and Barony of 
O’Neil. 

In October of the following year, 1636, King Charles had 
signed his instructions regarding the introduction of the 
Scottish Prayer Book ; and on the 23rd of July, 1637, it was 
introduced by the exercise of the King’s mere prerogative, 
and occasioned the overthrow of Episcopacy in Scotland. 

It is needless to do more than simply refer to the tumults 
at its introduction; to the increasing agitation which 
followed ; to the petitions got up against the Book as more 
Popish than the English one ; to the pamphlets and books 
which were poured forth against it; to the attacks on the 
Bishops in the streets; to the defying and insulting of the 
King’s proclamation; to the signing of the National 
Covenant in Edinburgh on the 28th of February, 1638; to 
its receiving signatures all over the country; to the en- 
deavour of the leading nobles to unite the nation in support 
of it, and the terrorising of its opponents. 

The one place where it was valiantly resisted was 
Aberdeen, where the learning and courage of the six doctors, 
and the influence of the Marquis of Huntly, maintained a 
firm front. By midsummer it was the only place holding 
out. 

Commissioners were sent thither by the Covenanters on 
the 20th of July. They were received with the polite offer, 
in the usual manner, of “the Cup of Bon-accord,” with 
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accompanying refreshments. This they declined unless the 
Covenant were first subscribed. Subscription was refused, 
and the refreshments were distributed to the poor. 

The six doctors—Forbes, Baron, Leslie, Scroggie, Sibbald 
and Ross—masters in controversy, who knew that 
questions are among the most deadly forms of controversial 
artillery, put to the Commissioners a series of questions 
regarding the lawfulness of the Covenant and the authority 
by which it was being imposed. The ministers among the 
Commissioners (Henderson, Dickson and Cant) answered 
them, and asked leave to preach in the churches of Aberdeen 
on the following Sunday. Leave was refused, and from a 
gallery in the Earl Marischal’s house they preached, with 
very little effect, to such as went to hear them. The doctors 
published replies to the answers of the ministers. The 
following week the Commissioners left Aberdeen and took 
up their abode with Sir Thomas Burnet at Muchalls, where 
they composed answers to the doctors’ replies, which were 
printed in the month of August. 

The King in one letter thanked the Magistrates and Town 
Council of Aberdeen, and in another the doctors. 

But afterwards, persuaded by bad advice, against his 
own judgment, he made unwise and fatal concessions to 
the Covenanters, ordering the Confession of Faith, with 
engagement annexed, to be signed by all. The doctors 
signed it with the explanations that while abjuring 
Papistical errors they did not thereby abjure or condemn 
either Episcopal government as it was in the days of the 
Apostles and primitive times, or the Articles of Perth; or 
admit the power of General Councils, still less of the Scottish 
Church, to enact, as permanent, laws which God had not 
enacted, or further, that the Presbyterian Government 
existing in 1581 was immutable. 

But none of the King’s concessions satisfied the Cove- 
nanters ; and there followed the Glasgow Assembly packed 
_ by them, which condemned Episcopacy, and imposed the 
signing of the Covenant on pain of excommunication. 
They excommunicated, on one pretext or another, all the 
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bishops, and sent a military force to subdue their northern 
opponents, chief among whom they regarded the Bishop 
and doctors, who were therefore obliged to “flee unto 
another city.” The Bishop, Dr Baron, and Dr Sibbald 
fled by sea to England at the very hour that the town was 
occupied by the Covenanters, who pursued them with 
shouts and execrations and musketry as they put to sea 
and then returned and wrecked the Bishop’s palace. 

Forbes retired to his ancestral castle at Corse, and there 
remained till the Covenanters had departed. It was the 
intention of these worthies to burn Aberdeen, but in the 
nick of time Captain John Strachan, who had carried off 
the Bishop and his companions, returned with the news 
that peace had been made between the King and the 
Covenanters. 

This news caused general rejoicing. At the request of 
the people John Forbes returned to Aberdeen as preacher 
on the occasion of the public thanksgiving for their deliver- 
ance. Sibbald returned in August following, and Baron 
having accompanied him as far as Berwick, there died. 

The Covenanters did not keep faith with the King, but 
kept themselves ready for war, and held illegal meetings. 
An Assembly held at Edinburgh in August, 1639, confirmed 
the acts of that of Glasgow. Commissioners from it were 
sent to Aberdeen, and they cited Forbes before them on the 
6th of August, 1640. The Church of Scotland was not yet 
rent in twain, though two opposing parties were wrestling 
within her for supremacy. At the moment the Covenanters 
were uppermost, and Forbes, regarding them as being in the 
position of “the powers that be,’ with his usual meekness 
appeared before them, and was examined. He was charged 
with not doing all in his power to suppress Papistical and 
Arminian doctrines taught by some in the universities of 
Aberdeen, written by William Forbes (author of Considera- 
tiones Modeste, and first Bishop of Edinburgh), and in 
written form used by the students; also with having 
written a book called Ivenicum, in which he had sharply 
controverted his brethren of the Scottish Church, and 
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asserted that the abrogation of Episcopacy was a heresy and 
an impious crime; with having asserted in his Momitum 
Pacificum (issued after the tumults about the Prayer Book 
of 1637) that the Covenant was wicked and full of rank 
heresy, schism, perjury and treason ; with having favoured 
the introduction of the Liturgy ; with having applied to the 
Covenanters the texts—‘ they that take the sword shall 
perish with the sword,” and “they that resist shall receive 
to themselves damnation’’; and with having refused to 
sign the Covenant. 

Under examination he bore himself with the meekness 
of wisdom and reliance on the spirit of God which were 
characteristic of him. The Covenanters evidently felt his 
strength. They knew that for his learning and piety he 
was venerated all over the North, and that his deposition 
from his Professorship would be most unpopular with all, 
and would do their cause no good. They desired, if it were 
possible, to gain him over to their side. They therefore 
assumed the appearance of clemency and respect and good- 
will. They pronounced him neither a Papist nor an 
Arminian, but sincere and orthodox, and directed that he 
should at an early date go to Edinburgh and confer with the 
authorities there concerning the differences between him 
and them regarding the Covenant. No doubt they ex- 
pected to shift the unpopularity of his deposition to a 
quarter where it would do him no good, and them less 
harm. As Dr Garden remarks, the tender mercies of some 
are cruel, 

Forbes meekly thanked them for their testimony to his 
orthodoxy, and promised to appear in Edinburgh. 

Their real spirit was shown by their treatment of his 
colleagues, Scroggie and Sibbald, whom they deposed, 
along with Mr Gregory of Drumoak, father of the famous 
mathematician, Dr James Gregory, and grandfather of 
Dr David Gregory, Savilian Professor of Astronomy at 
Oxford. Leslie, the principal, had been deprived the 
previous year. ; 

In his Spiritual Exercises, amid thanksgiving to God who 
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had stood by him and strengthened him before the Com- 
missioners, and lamentations for his own weakness, and 
supplications for forgiveness, we find some account of what 
took place. He was asked why he refused to subscribe the 
Covenant. His answer was: (1) Because he was. not 
persuaded, and did not believe that he was obliged to profess 
and swear, that Episcopacy, the Perth Articles, and the 
Liturgy and Canons were contrary to the eternal truth of 
God and the Scriptures, and were Articles of Popery. (2) 
Because it was not lawful for the Church to enact a perpetual 
law which God had not enacted. (3) Because, while he 
held that nothing enacted by a General Council should be 
respected and embraced, except in so far as confirmed by 
the Word of God, he held that new Articles of Faith, or new 
Expositions of Scripture, should not be acknowledged on 
the mere authority of a Council. (4) Because by swearing 
to the clause regarding mutual defence he would bind 
himself with an oath, without a clear understanding 
and persuasion, (5) Because in the Confession all rites and 
ceremonies which, though not contrary to the Word of 
God, were not formally introduced by it, are to be abjured. 
(6) Because he did not understand how the oath of this age 
could bind a future age. (7) Because many Acts of Parlia- 
ment not well known to him were inserted, and he was 
required to homologate all their premises. 

He wrote to the brethren at Edinburgh that he could 
not with a safe conscience sign the Covenant, and was 
deposed from his Professorship of Divinity on the 2oth of 
April, 1641. 

The spirit in which he received the sentence when 
publicly pronounced in the Provincial Synod of Aberdeen is 
shown in his Spiritual Exercises. He is the same steadfast 
but meek man, who has no thought of rendering evil for 
evil, but in meekness and Christian charity commends his 
opponents to God in his prayers, thanking Him for the love 
of his brethren which had been manifested on the occasion, 
and praising his Saviour for having been counted worthy 
to suffer for His name. He also relieved his feelings in a 
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quatrain of Latin elegiacs, to which I take the liberty of 
appending a translation : 


Hunc mihi quis misero tantum speraret honorem 
Nomine pro Christi quantulacunque pati ? 
O quam dulce mihi Divini hoc pignus amoris ! 
Quam leve Christi onus est, quam mihi suave jugum ! 


(Who could have hoped upon the honour roll 
Of sufferers for Christ even me to meet ? 
Pledge of His love how precious to my soul ! 
How light His burden, and His yoke how sweet !) 


All through these trying times private afflictions as well 
as public had been meted out to him. One after another, 
two in one year, his children had been removed by death 
from the sight of his bodily eyes—one only out of nine 
being left to him, a son, George. Whether his survival 
was not also an affliction we do not know; but there is an 
ominous sound in Dr Garden’s statement that he was the 
heir of his father’s property, but not of his learning or his 
virtues. If there is anything in that, there is a pathos in 
the great frequency in his Spiritual Exercises of agonised 
supplications for his beloved son George. Once or twice 
he gives equally earnest thanks for him; but the supplica- 
tions are far more frequent. If George was an illustration 
of the truth of Homer’s dictum with which I began, it 
would give a prophetic significance to an expression in a 
letter of sympathy and consolation which his mother 
received on the death of her son Henry, in August 1623, 
from her father-in-law, Bishop Patrick Forbes: ‘‘ There is 
more displeasure in one living and lewd son than in ten 
whom God in His mercy taketh to Himself.” 

The mother herself, Soete Roosboom, died about six 
months before John Forbes appeared before the Com- 
missioners at Aberdeen in August 1640. 

So when his deposition from his office of Professor came, 
of all his family George alone was left. He had bought a 
house of his own in Old Aberdeen after he became Professor, 
and at a subsequent period disponed it to be the official 
residence of the Professor of Divinity for all time. When 
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the Covenanters thrust him out of his Professorship they 
did not fail to thrust him out of his house too. 

But he bore himself with unruffled meekness. There 
was as yet no schism in the Scottish Church—there was 
none till the Presbyterians made it in 1687. There was 
abundant party strife, and the party with which he did not 
agree was now in power. But he made no schism. He 
went regularly to church ; observed the public fasts, which 
were many, appointed by Synods and Assemblies; and 
used every public opportunity of devotion. 

He remained quietly at home, giving himself wholly to 
continual prayer and communion with God; giving no 
offence to others ; living at peace with all men; and by his 
sincere piety and humility extorting the veneration even of 
his enemies. 

When the Solemn League and Covenant was passed by a 
National Assembly and by the Parliament in 1642, all were 
ordered to subscribe it. Rather than do this, John Forbes 
left the country ; as did also Dr Robert Burnet, brother of 
Sir Thomas Burnet of Leys ; and Gilbert Burnet, afterwards 
Bishop of Salisbury, father of the famous Dr Thomas Burnet 
of Edinburgh. 

Forbes had desired to live at Aberdeen, that in revising 
his Instructiones Historico-Theologice he might have the 
use of the University Library. But this had not been 
permitted. 

When, therefore, he left Scotland, he went to Belgium, 
and preached wherever he was invited, with the result that 
all marvelled what kind of Church that could be which had 
cast out such a man. He often lived at Amsterdam, per- 
fecting his nstructiones, and seeing them through the press. 
In this connection he often mentions in his Diary the great 
kindness of John Gerard Voss. 

Once he narrowly escaped death when being brought in a 
boat on board a ship to sail to Swartsluys. When the boat 
came under the bow of the ship the ship’s anchor slipped 
and fell on him. But, to the marvel of all, he was unhurt. 

In 1646 he returned to Scotland, landing at Aberdeen on 
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the 14th of July. He retired to Corse, and spent the re- 
mainder of his earthly life in preparation for leaving it. 
His life was -what it had always been at Corse—a life of 
study, and writing, and devotion. When one notices that 
he died at the age of fifty-five (the age, by the way, of Julius 
Cesar), and considers the extent of his writings, and the 
evidences they give of enormous reading and reflection, and 
thinks of one’s own life, it is impossible not to be stung 
with a feeling of shame. Perhaps the arrangements in his 
library explain, to some extent at least. An Aberdeen 
professor in my student days used to warn us that it was 
impossible to study mathematics with our feet on the 
fender. In John Forbes’s library, any attempt to study 
theology, historically or otherwise, with one’s feet on the 
fender was rendered impossible by the fact that there was 
no chair. He read standing or walking about the room, 
and wrote leaning on his table. He often walked in the 
fields occupied in religious thought and meditation, In his 
Exercitia Spiritualia we often read of this, and of his casting 
himself on the ground, pouring out supplications to God for 
his Church and country. To his tenants and neighbours 
his face and figure were familiar. Like Zacchzus he was 
“little of stature,’ and like his own father, the Bishop, he 
was of dark complexion. 

For relaxation he sometimes played golf; but when he 
heard the church bell he promptly stopped his game, and 
hastened to devotion. His Exercitia Spiritualia contain 
frequent records of the thoughts suggested by the Scriptures 
read, and by the sermons. To the last he preserved his 
aversion to the methods by which the Solemn League and 
Covenant were forced on the country, and was wont to say 
that it would last no longer than it was sustained by the 
arm of the flesh. 

But when he returned to Corse from Belgium only two 
years of life remained to him. He died on the 2oth of April, 
1648, aged fifty-five ; and Scotland and the Scottish Church 
have seldom lost a better man. 

He had desired to be buried beside his wife and children, 
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and not far from his father, in Bishop Dunbar’s aisle in the 
Cathedral of St Machar, Old Aberdeen. But this the 
Covenanters showed what manner of spirit they were of 
by refusing to permit. He was therefore buried in the old 
churchyard of Leochel, about a mile and a half from Corse, 
His grave is at the west gable of the old church, but no 
monument of even the humblest kind marks the spot to 
this day. Surely Scottish churchmen need not follow the 
example of his son George, and leave it so. When our 
Saviour’s prayer is fulfilled, and Scottish Christianity is at 
length reunited, then, surely, if not before then, a mark of 
honour will be set at the grave of the author of the Ivenicwm. 

The most striking thing to be noticed about the contro- 
versial position of John Forbes is that he, who was the 
strongest champion of Episcopacy of his day, and who, 
rather than abjure it, suffered the loss of the Professorship 
in which he found his happiest life-work—suffered even 
expatriation—was himself in Presbyterian Orders, and 
moreover held them to be valid. 

He held that the original ministry, established city by 
city, and church by church, was a ministry of Presbyters ; 
and that the orders which any one of them had received 
he was able to confer in co-operation with the band of 
Presbyters to which he belonged. 

But he distinguishes between the ability to confer orders 
- and the power to put that ability in operation. The 
former each Presbyter has individually ; the latter only as 
a member of the band or Presbytery in which, as a body, 
the said power resides. He holds that all bands or societies 
which act together, necessarily have an ordinary President 
or Moderator, who should not, except on account of fault or 
infirmity, demit office, or be removed from it; declaring 
_ that ‘the circular circumgyration, or annual transference 
throughout the brethren of moderatorial power and dignity, 
is a recent invention, unknown to antiquity, and destitute 
of the support of Holy Scripture” (p. 42).' The fixed 


1 These figures refer to the pages of a MS. translation one my own of 
this part of his;works. 
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Moderator should preside with gentleness, and not with 
tyrannical arrogance and despotism (Jb.), and should do 
nothing of importance without the consent of his fellow- 
presbyters (p. 45). For the fixed Moderator is still a 
presbyter as well as a bishop, and differs only in the single 
point of jurisdiction. He is bound to preach the Word as 
before, and must not seek to do this duty by a substitute, 
unless he wishes to be saved by a substitute. Only the 
power formerly vested in the Presbytery as a body (that is, 
the power of putting in operation the ability to convey 
orders residing in every one who has received them) is now, 
by their act in electing and ordaining him, vested in the 
fixed Moderator or Bishop, acting, of course, with his 
Presbytery. This arrangement, he holds, was instituted 
from the beginning by the Apostles as a preventative of 


division; and the ordination of Timothy mentioned by | 


St Paul is an example of it. This ordination Forbes regards 
(judging by St Paul’s directions) as being Timothy’s 
ordination to the fixed Moderatorship or Episcopate ; and 
the members of the Presbytery who, along with St Paul, 
laid their hands on him, did so not merely as signifying 
consent, but as conveying to him this new order of juris- 
diction ; divesting themselves, not of ability to ordain, but 


only of the power to put it in operation, which was formerly . 


in the Presbytery. 

He holds that though God did not directly institute this 
arrangement, it is not contrary to His Word, and that the 
Church lawfully instituted it. Further, that because God 
commands us to hear the Church, on pain of being counted 


as heathens and publicans, it is therefore of Divine 


<= 


authority. Whoever, therefore, whether laic or cleric,» 


despises the authority of his Bishop, and obstinately refuses _ 
obedience to his just commands in those things which are / 


covered by his Episcopal power, sins against Christ. 
In accordance with these views he held that a Church 
which holds the orthodox faith, if it has no Bishop or 


| ordinary diocesan overseer (pre@fectus) of the Presbyters, 


~ labours indeed under a certain economic defect ; but does 
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not on that account cease to be a true Church, nor lose that 
ecclesiastical power which other churches have under 
Episcopa] government. He is always, however, careful to 
’ add that such churches ought to desire and strive to have a 
_ Bishop; otherwise they sin against Christ by refusing to 
accept the lawful institutions of the Church, which he com- 
mands them to hear. He argues that if the Bishop were 
to become heretical or apostate the Presbytery could 
provide itself anew. He quotes, indeed, the Canon (iv) of 
the Council of Niczea which decreed that a Bishop should 
be ordained by not fewer than three comprovincial Bishops, 
but points out that when the Emperor Justinian ordered 
Pelagius, a deacon of the Church of Rome, to be ordained 
Bishop of that Church (A.D. 555), and three Bishops were 
not found, he was ordained by two Bishops and a Presbyter 

of Ostia; and his ordination (he is known as Pope Pelagius 
_ I.) has been held canonical to this day. “ This,” he re- 
marks, ‘‘ Pelagius would not have accepted ; nor would the 
Roman Church, and the Bishops of Rome who succeeded 
Pelagius, have acknowledged that ordination, if they had 
_ not judged that in a case of necessity a simple Presbyter was 
a sufficient minister for the conferring of any ecclesiastical 
orders’ (pp. 97, 98). 

The above will give some glimmering of John Forbes’s 
views on the subject, but none at all of the minuteness with 
which he investigates every point, or of the tremendous 
apparatus of Scriptural, patristic and scholastic learning 
which he brings to bear upon it. 

Of the many writings left behind him by the great doctor, 
none is so well fitted to attract the Christian heart as his 
Diary. It is the supreme expression of the excellent spirit 
that was in him. His theological works were written in 
Latin; the Diary was written in English. It was mani- 
festly not meant for publication. As he wrote it, if never 
has been published. But it exists. A Latin version of it 
by Dr Garden, under the fitle of Exercitia Spirituaha, is to be 
found in the first volume of the collected edition of Forbes’s 
works, immediately after his Life. The author of the New 
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Statistical Account says: “The version much impairs, in 
many cases, its highly impressive phraseology.”” But it 
seems to us wonderfully faithful. 

The original, however, is still treasured by the family, 
Some sixty years or more ago the estate of Corse came to 
the younger of two brothers Forbes, while Craigievar (near 
Corse) and Fintray (in another part of Aberdeenshire) went 
to the elder, who subsequently became Lord Sempill, At 
Fintray the Diary is preserved. 

In the Library of the Theological College, Coates Hall, 
Edinburgh, there is a folio MS. volume of three hundred 
pages of very small close writing (fifty-four lines to the page) 


_ with the following inscription on the inside of the fly-leaf :— 


“ This book was given in a Present to me, Robert Forbes, 
by the Right Reverend Father in God, Bishop Keith, at 


 Bonnyhaugh, near Leith, upon his own Birth Day, being 


Monday, Febry. 18th, 1784, the Bishop on said Day entering 
into the 74th Year of his age.” Immediately below is the 
following note :—‘‘ The above is the handwriting of Bishop 
Robert Forbes, This volume was presented to the Library 


_ of the Theological College, Edinburgh, by Mrs H. C. Erskine 


of Lindisfarne, Tunbridge Wells (daughter of Dr James 
Walker, Bishop of Edinburgh and Primus), June 22, 1886, 
John Dowden.” 

The first page begins thus: “‘Corse’s Diarie, where 


there are severall remarkable things to be considered, 


written with his own hand, and transcribed thereoff by me 
John Milne . . . Signature upon the 8th day of June, 1687.” 
The last page of this transcription bears at the foot the 
following words :—‘‘ Finem (Divina ope) feliciter imposuit 


-Joannes Milineus, Scholarcha de Drumoak, postrid. Cal. 


Sept. An. 1687, die Veneris mane.” 
The first entry in the Diary is dated in 1624—four years 


after he became Professor of Divinity in King’s College and 
_ University in Old Aberdeen. He was then thirty-one years 
| 
months before he died. Naturally there is much in the 


\ 


of age. The last page bears the date July 1647—nine 


Diary relating to the historical events of serious import to 


Cc 
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the country, to the Church, and to him, which took place 
during those twenty-three years. But the great bulk of 
the matter it contains is devotional. The strongest im- 
pression left on the mind, whatever be the character of the 
events calling forth his utterances, is that we are in contact 
with one who was, above most men, a man of faith and 
prayer. | | 

From this transcription of his own words I am enabled 
by the courtesy of the authorities of the College to give 
here some extracts which I have selected, not to illustrate 
history, but to give some sdea of what manner of Christian 
this great theologian was. _ 

Early in 1636 John Forbes’s estate and its neighbourhood 
guffered from a raid by ‘“ unrighteous and cruel limmers ” 
(= Highland robbers or thieves), who “‘ violently spoiled the 
houses” of some of his tenants, and ‘‘ through disesteem 
of him as a schoolman ” threatened his life. ‘‘ Beholding 
how small appearance there was of humane help,” he “ did 
set himself to seek God by prayers and supplications.” 
Here are some extracts from these prayers - ‘“O Lord God 
of our Salvation, who hast commanded us to call upon thee 
in all our troubles, and hast promised to deliver us that we 
may glorifie thee, and who has said that for the oppression 
of the poor, for the sighing of the needie, thou wilt arise 
and set him in safetie from him that puffeth at him : O our 
God, who executest judgment and justice for all that are 
oppressed, we call upon thee in this our trouble. Lord have 
mercie upon us and hear us. Look upon their threatenings, 
and set us, thy poor servants, in safetie from these wicked 
men that puff at us. Convert them unto thee, the Lord our 
God, if it be thy good will and pleasure. . . . Give us grace | 
to make the right use of these and all thy fatherlie visita- 
tions for a true conversion unto thee, the Lord our God. 
Quicken thou us, and we will call upon thy name. Turn 
us again, O Lord God of Hosts, and cause thy face to shine, 
and we shall be saved... . Give us help from trouble, for 
vain is the help of man. Give us grace in this and everi¢ 
purpose as beseemeth thy servants and children, make us tc 
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find grace in thy sight, and favour in the eyes of men. 
Glorifie thy Holie and Blessed name which is called upon 
us in thy mercie towards us, and punish not us always, that 
they that fear thee our God may lift up the head, and may 
trust in thee, that iniquitie may stop her mouth, and sinners 
may be converted unto thee.” 

“ Thus,” he adds, “ night and day I cried unto the Lord 
my God, beseeching him to hear me and have mercie upon 
us for Jesus Christ our Saviour’s sake, the son of his love in 
whom he is well pleased.” And then, a little after, comes 
the thanksgiving for deliverance: ‘‘O Lord God of our 
Salvation, who hast executed judgment and justice for all 
that are oppressed, who hast prevented us so plentifullie 
with thy tender mercies, hast heard our prayers, and hast 

wrought this great and glorious and wonderful deliverance 
in the sight of men and angels, blessed be thy Holie Name 
for ever and ever. Our soul rejoiceth in thee O Lord our 
God, and is exceeding glad in thy salvation. All our bones 
do crie unto thee. Lord, who is like unto thee, who 
_deliverest the poor from him that is too strong for him, yea 
the poor and the needie from him that spoileth him ? Sing 
unto the Lord, praise ye the Lord, for he hath delivered the 
soul of the poor from the hand of evildoers. Continue thy 
mercies unto us still ; remember not against us nor against 
anie of thy servants whom this service concerneth anie of 
our sins, but according fo the multitude of thy tender 
mercies remember thou us, O Lord, and turn us all unto 
thee, the Lord our God, from all our iniquities. . . . Grant 
us grace to fear thee onlie and to trust steadfastly in the 
Lord our God, and to perform our vows constantly unto 
thee. And convert our enemies unto thee the Lord our 
God... . Why art thou vexed, O my soul, and why art 
thou disquieted within me? Hope thou in God, for I will 
yet trust him who is the health of my countenance and my 
God.”’. : 
| The following was written two months before the intro- 
/duction of the Prayer Book in St Giles [Edinburgh] :— 
“Upon the last day of May, 1637, the Lord my God did 


36 MEMOIR OF 


merciefullie and mightilie by the wonderful operations of 
his Holy Spirit of grace quyet, comfort, strengthen and 
establish my soul, against some fearfull and grievous 
tentations of worldlie care, of evilness of eye, of distrustful 
fearfullness, of evil suspicion, of sinfull melancholie, of 
impatience and unthankfull grudging, wherewith I had 
the days preceding an horrible conflict whereby my soul 
was sore vexed and my bodilie health spoyled, but blessed 
be the Lord my God who upheld me in the conflict, and 
showed me that it was meet I should feel that exercise for 
humbling of me, and that I might renew my wonted re- 
course unto God, and renew increase of grace and peace 
that so I might serve him all the rest of my pilgrimage 
here without these anxieties and ingratitudes, growing in 
strength daily against them by the grace of my Lord 
sufficient for me, that they have no down over me, and who 
hath in his great mercie and constant love to my soul given 
to me a joyfull and speedie victorie, and hath increased 
strength and strong consolation in my soul, and repaired 
also my bodilie health, and maketh me to serve him with 
freedome of spirit and joyfulnesse of heart, with a perfite 
heart and a willing mynd, and giveth me everlasting con- 
solation and good hope through grace that he will not leave 
me nor forsake me, but will deliver me from every evil way 
and work, and will keep me unto his everlasting kingdome 
and glorie. Amen.” 

There are many references to his attendance at the 
celebration of Holy Communion, which seems to have been | 
more frequently celebrated than many suppose to have 
been the case at that time, for in one place he records 
himself to have communicated on two consecutive Sundays. 
I give one or two extracts: ‘‘ Upon the 26 day of Aprile, 
1640, Dr Ja. Sibbald preached in New Aberdeen upon 
Esa. 55, I, 2.—Ho every one that thirsteth, etc.—upon 
which text he discoursed verie comfortablie concerning the 
Holy Communion, which immediately after Sermon he did} 
celebrat, and among the rest I approached and received the} 
Holy Communion of the Body and Blood of our Lord and} 
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Saviour Jesus Christ, with verie sweet and abundant con- 
solation after humble fervent prayer and tears. And when 
I was sitting at that holie table and receiving the holie 
Sacrament, the Lord brought into my mynd that comfort- 
able saying which the preceding day he had explained, 
The meek shall eat and be satisfied, etc., together with 
the meditation of the mysterie, and I found a comfortable 
assurance that I am one of those meek ones, and that my 
heart shall live for ever through the mercie of God in Christ 
Jesus, forgiving my unworthiness and all my sins, and 
healing me and vivifying me with this bread of life, and 
I praised the Lord with exceeding inward spiritual joy. 
Blessed be the Lord my Saviour for ever and ever. Amen, 
Hallelujah.” 

On several occasions he mentions with much thanks- 
giving his son George’s having communicated with him. 
“ Upon the 14 day of May 1643, the Holy Communion was 
again celebrated in Old Aberdeen, where I and also my 
son George did communicat with plentifull comfort in Christ 
our Lord and Saviour, to whom be glorie for ever and ever, 
Amen. I was much comforted in the Lord his gracious 
and verie comfortable presence with me. And it was also 
unto me a matter of great joy in the Lord, and of thanks- 
giving unto our God that he brought my son also with me 
unto his Holy table with such evidences of his grace with 
him. O what thanks can I render unto God again for this 
great joy and for all his great mercies. ‘O Lord, thou hast 
commanded our strength: strengthen O God that which 
thou hast wrought for us’ (Ps. 68, 28). ‘ Lord, thou wilt 
order peace for us: for thou hast wrought all our works 
inus’ (Es. 26, 12). ‘ Sing unto the Lord, praise ye the Lord: 
for he hath delivered the soul of the poor from the hand of 
‘evildoers’ (Jer. 20, 13).” 

Again: ‘Upon the 3 day of September 1643, the H.C. 
was celebrated in Old Aberdeen, and I did communicat 
with the congregation, and my son G. also did communicat, 
and I was much comforted, and my son also declared to me 
that he found great comfort in Christ Jesus coming into his 
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heart, and assuring him of the remission of all his sins, and 
that he resolved to abide in Christ by God’s grace, and to 
keep Christ dwelling in his heart by faith. Whereupon I 
told [him] that Christ who worketh these sweet motions 
in us doth thereby strengthen our faith, and assure us by 
his holy Spirit that he dwelleth in us and we in him, and 
that he will abide in us and keep us, and will raise us up at 
the last day unto the resurrection of life eternal, and hereby 
we were both of us again much comforted in God our 
Saviour, to whom be all honour, glorie, and praise for ever 
and ever. Amen.” 

The following is from his daily Morning Family Praveiss 
—‘“Make us always joyfull, humble, wise, meek, and 
faithfull in thy Service here, joyfull, ready and well prepared 
at all time to depart and to be with the Lord Jesus, and 
grant that we may be found of our Lord and Saviour in 
peace, without spot and blameless, that so we may finish 
our course with joy in the syght of thy Salvation. And 
seeing our life is but for a transitorie moment, and after 
followeth the endless life of eternitie, O Mercifull Father, we 
most. humblie beseech thee for Jesus Christ our Saviour’s 
sake, that at all tymes, and especiallie at the time of our 
departure out of this life, thou wilt be near unto us and save 
us. Be mercifullie and powerfullie present with us, in us, and 
for us: keep us that we may enter not into tentation, let 
not the gates of hell prevail against us: make our heart 
perfite toward thee unto the end, and in the end, and show 
thyself strong on our behalf: perfite thy strength in our 
weakness, and all that good fight which thou commandest 
us to fight, O Lord fight thou it out for us, and give us the 
victorie through our Lord Jesus Christ... .” [Inthe same 
strain he prays for guidance and comfort in the hour of 
death, and ends :] “ Hear us, dear Father, and help us, and 
forgive our sinfulness in praying, and all our sins, and grant 
us these our petitions, and whatsoever else is good and | 
needful for us, and for anie of thy children, for the Lord 
Jesus Christ our Saviour’s sake, according to thy word, 
wherein thou hast made us to trust. In his name and 
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words. we continue our prayers unto thee, saying, as he 
hath taught us, Our Father which art in the heavens, 
hallowed be thy Name, etc.”’ A 

Here is another extract which reveals the man: “ Upon 
Monday the 16 day of October, 1637, I had some guests at 
dinner in my house, who went home more overcome with 
wine than was seemlie for me and my house, seeing I ought 
not to countenance such excess, no not in my own house 
which God hath lent unto me to be a house of pietie, and 
sobrietie, and not of ryot. Yet I had furnished them the 
drink, yea, and I drank to them (although not in so great 
measure as they received it) and did encourage them to 
drink more than it was seemlie for me to have allowed anie 
man, and they having this occasion drank more than either 
I desyred or themselves intended, untill they exceeded the 
bounds of lawful hilaritie, and I myself took part with 
them all the time: although I forced no man to drink 
beyond his own pleasure, yet I perceived that it was a great 
sin and scandall which we had done, and that herein I had 
done verie foolishlie, for the which sin and scandall I did 
weep and pray unto God night and day some days theres 
after, and made my vowes to the Lord to walk thereafter 
in all time coming more circumspectlie, not after the 
fashion of this world, but according to the will of God 
revealed in his word, that by my good conversation that 
offence might be obliterated out of the mynds of men, and I 
besought the Lord of his great mercie, and according to the 
riches of his glorie to purge my conscience from this and all 
other dead works to serve the living God. And that God 
to whom no evil is incurable . . . and to whom all things 
are possible, would forgive and forget this my great sin, 
that he would remove all the scandall and offence thereof, 
and remead all inconvenient whatsomever which might 
follow thereupon. O Lord hear, O Lord forgive, O Lord 
do it for the Lord’s sake. Cast us not away from thy 
presence, and take not thy Holy Spirit from us. . . . Unto 
these my supplications (which with groaning inexpressible 
I poured out seven days before the Lord) I had dailie some 
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comfortable answer, and upon the next Monday, the 23 of 
Octob., the Lord did corroborat his love toward me, filling 
me with all joy and peace in believing, and making me to 
abound in hope through the power of the Holie Ghost. 
Then I said, according to that comfortable prophesie of 
Esaiah, ‘O Lord I will praise thee for thou wast angrie with 
me, thine anger is turned away, and thou comfortedst me. 
Behold God is my salvation, I will trust and not be afraid, for 
the Lord Jehovah is my strength and song, he is also become 
my salvation.’ Strengthen O God, that which thou hast 
wrought for us. The Lord liveth, and blessed be my rock, and 
let the God of my salvation be exalted. Amen. Hallelujah.” 

Again and again we find supplications for himself, his 
wife, and all his children—most frequently of all for his son 
George, the only one ultimately left to him. 

In the middle of December, 1639, we find him in his 
study, earnestly beseeching God for his wife lying ill and 
afflicted, ‘‘ who,” he says, “in this her sickness doth call 
upon his name night and day for mercie and comfort and 
strength and grace, submitting herself humblie to the 
goodwill and pleasure of her heavenly Father.” “I be- 
sought the Lord,” he goes on, “that he would not deal with 
us in wrath but in mercie, and to remove this cup of death 
from her, if it be his good pleasure, nevertheless not our 
will but his be done. I prayed for mercie and grace, 
strength and patience, comfort and peace and joy in the 
Holie Ghost to her and to me, and that he would not be as 
a wayfaring man that turneth aside to tarrie for a night 
[Jer. 14, 8], but that he would abide with us for ever, 
according to his gracious promise [John 14, 16], that we may 
pass the course of our pilgrimage here in his fear, and finish our 
course with joy. The Lord heard me and comforted me.” 

Less than a month afterwards, with marginal heading in 
black letter, ‘‘ Uxor mea Soete Roosboom,’’ we read: “ And 
upon the 19 day of January, it being the Lord’s Day, my 
beloved wife having most earnestlie and frequentlie and 
comfortablie recommended and committed her spirit into 
the merciful and saving hands of God, her Heavenlie 
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Father in Christ, did verie piouslie, patiently, willinglie, 
faithfullie and calmelie end her course of this mortal life 
with joy.” Then through page after page he betakes him- 
self to his constant and unfailing source of comfort, and 
closes thus his confessions and prayers and intercessions on 
that sad occasion: “‘O Lord hear me, and help me, and 
my son, and my brother, and sisters, and all and everie one 
of thy children, according to all and everieone of our needs 
in the multitude of thy tender mercies in Christ Jesus our 
Lord, the Son of thy love in whom thou art well pleased. 
To whom with the Father and the Holie Ghost, three 
Persons, the One only True God, the Lord, the Creator of all 
things, our Saviour exalted from everlasting to everlasting 
above all blessing and praise, who may do exceeding 
abundantlie above all that we ask or think, who hath 
taught us thus to pray and hath promised to hear us and 
doth hear us, to him that is able to keep us from falling and 
to present us faultless before the presence of his glorie with 
exceeding joy, to the only wise God our Saviour be glorie 
and majestie, dominion and power now and ever. Amen. 
Blessed be God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the 
Father of mercies and the God of all comfort, who comforteth 
us in all our tribulation, that we may be able to comfort them 
who are in anie trouble by the comfort wherewith we our- 
selves are comforted of God. Hallelujah. Amen and Amen.”’ 
__ The following is one of his lamentations and prayers for 

the Church of Christ in Scotland, written at the time when 
_ the packed Covenanting Assembly of Glasgow was taking 
Steps to subvert the Episcopal Government of the Church, 
_and had cited Forbes before the Commissioners : ‘‘ O Lord, 
have mercy on me and my brethren, my countrymen. 
_ Alas! thy Church in this land is in trouble, thy flock is 
dissipated and divyded, and desolations and terrours do 
_ take hold on Thy people, whose comfort and unity in the 
truth and peace of God I desire more than anie thing for 
myself that is created, that is a thing meerlie created in 
_ heaven or earth. O Lord make this desire more and more 
_ upright and fervent in me and forgive me the great weakness 
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and imperfection of this desire, and heal me for Christ’s 
sake. O my God, incline thine ear and hear, open thine 
eyes and behold our desolations and miserable distractions, 
and this Church and people upon whom thy Name is called ; 
for we do not present our supplications before thee for our 
righteousness, but for thy great mercies: O Lord, hear ; 
O Lord, forgive our grievous sins and manifold abomina- 
tions, and turn us unto thee, and we shall be turned. And 
although our bruises and sores be uncurable, yet thou canst 
and wilt restore health unto us. Lord, speak the word and 
we shall have peace. O Lord, thou wilt not chide for ever, 
neither wilt thou be always wroth, for the spirit should fail 
before thee, and the souls which thou hast made. And 
although we have gone on frowardlie in the way of our 
heart, and thou hast seen our ways, yet, Lord, heal thou us, 
lead thou us also, and restore comforts unto us and to our 
mourners according to thy word, which thou hast spoken 
by thy holie prophet, Esaias, concerning all penitent sinners, 
to whom thou givest a contrite and humble spirit. God 
give unto us Godlie contrition, and make us meek and 
lowlie in heart like Christ our Saviour, and give us rest unto 
our souls in Christ Jesus our Lord.” 

And then follows the acknowledgment, so very frequent 
with him, in thanksgiving to God, of the unfailing comfort, 
which he finds in prayer. So frequent is this, that it may 
be said to be the most striking feature of his Spiritual 
Exercises—the overflowing of a truly Christian heart, full 
of faith and love and devotion to God, his Saviour, and 
which is evidently thought in the very language of Scripture. 

During the course of many years the writer of this bio- 
graphical sketch had various conversations regarding the 
subject of it with the late Bishop Dowden, a distinguished 
scholar and theologian, and with the late Dr Grub, a no 
less distinguished ecclesiastical historian. On one occasion 
Bishop Dowden summed up by declaring with great em- 
phasis: ‘‘ John Forbes was a GIANT OF LEARNING: Dr 
Grub’s no less emphatic pronouncement was: “ John Forbes 
was a SAINT.”’ 
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WHEN the mind travels back over the time known to man, 
one thing again and again arrests the attention. That 
striking thing is, that when at any time there has been 
a manifest quickening in the activity and energy of the 


powers of good there has followed, almost at once, a 


corresponding energy and activity of the powers of evil. 

When “in the beginning ” the infinite goodness of God 
manifested itself in the Creation, He crowned His work 
with the creation of man in His own image, with endow- 
ments capable of evolving and marvellously developing 
manifestations of the goodness of the Creator from whom 
they sprang. pees 7g 

The next thing recorded is an equally active onset of the 
powers of evil to thwart and paralyse the action of the 
powers of good in man: to stay the evolution of what was 
good in him, and to plant in him the seeds of evil, with the 
capacity of developing and multiplying in man all that was 
antagonistic to God. 

Man yielded to the deceits of evil, and did the thing that 
the Creator had forbidden, adding : “‘ In the day thou ecatest 


_ thereof thou shalt surely die.” Man had caten that thing, 


and man must die. 

But it is contrary to the nature of God to acquiesce in the 
triumph of evil. Accordingly there ensued another active 
movement of the supreme power of God: ‘God so loved 
the world that He gave His only-begotten Son, to the end 
that all that believe in Him should not perish, but have 
Everlasting Life” (John iii. 16), 

Sin was no part of man’s nature, but an alien evil intruded 
into it. So God the Son took into His divine personality 
the nature of man as it came from the creating mind of God. 
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Thus in sinless human nature God the Son paid the penalty 
of death for sinful mankind, and redeemed mankind from 
Satan, sin, and death. Moreover, the incarnate Son of God, 
who had died to redeem mankind, proved on the third 
day by rising from the dead, that His sacrifice had been 
triumphantly effectual. 

On the evening before He thus gave his life for the 
salvation of the fallen world He had kept with His disciples 
the Passover feast. That feast, ever since its institution on 
the eve of Israel’s deliverance from the bondage of Egypt, 
in all its features prefigured the deliverance of man- 
kind from bondage to sin and from death, through the 
death of Jesus Christ, our Paschal Lamb. The blood of 
the lamb on the door post and lintel of the believer brought 
it to pass that the Angel of Death struck no one there: in 
like manner the life-blood of Jesus Christ, our Passover— 
pleaded by the penitent believer—saves from death eternal. 
And by the Redeemer’s command, and example, ‘“‘ The Lord’s 
Supper,’ the Commemorative Feast, is to be celebrated 
till He come again. 7 

“This do in remembrance of Me.” The bread, the out- 
ward and visible sign of His body, and the wine, the 
outward and visible sign of His blood, SEPARATE THROUGH- 
ouT, as His body and blood were SEPARATED BY DEATH, and 
so pleading HIS DEATH on our behalf as the only and sure 
plea of the penitent believer for the forgiveness of sins and 
all other benefits of his Saviour’s death and passion. ‘“‘ Do 
this in remembrance of Me,” your Passover, sacrificed for 
you. 

This has been the greatest manifestation of the energy 
and action of Divine Love for the salvation of mankind. 

But then, again, as after the Creation, came the uprising 
into special activity of the powers of evil in an effort to 
neutralise all that the power of love and goodness had 
done at such cost to bind to God and the Redeemer the 
devoted adoration and love and service of the human soul. 

And how do the Satanic powers set about their evil 
work? By using their natural deceit to sow broadcast in 
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the minds of men misunderstandings regarding the Re- 
demption and its commemorative rite —such misunder- 
standings as would in time rend the Church of the Saviour 
into fragments in constant mutual conflict, at times unto 
fire and sword. 

Spirits such as these could not fail to observe that al- 
ready among men in different parts of the earth there 
were differences, many amounting to contrasts more than 
colour-deep, and more important than the shape of the 
features of the face. Two men of different races would in 
describing the same thing emphasise different features ; 
and hearers would get more or less different conceptions 
of the same thing. And in such ways differences would 
be created and magnified. 

The Oriental, in conveying his ideas, made free use of 
picture, parable, metaphor, symbol and simile, all to make 
the true tale vivid and true to the Oriental mind. A 
brother-Oriental would not often misunderstand. But 
even with him it would not be impossible. Bad feeling 
towards the speaker might cause it, as with the unbelieving 
Jews in John vi. 40, etc. Nay, it would not be impossible 
even in a friend and fellow-Oriental, as happened to 
Nicodemus, who was not hostile to Jesus. Yet he failed to 
catch our Lord’s meaning when He said: “ Verily, verily, 
I say unto thee, except a man be born anew he cannot 
see the kingdom of God” (John iii. 3), Nicodemus was 
evidently thinking that Our Lord meant, and was thinking 
of, a material physical birth. It did not occur to him that 
Our Lord’s words were a way of saying that a man must be a 
new man ere he could see the kingdom of God. Our Lord 
gently reproached his friend: “‘ Art thou a teacher of Israel, 
and understandest not these things ? ” 

If such a mistake could be made between Orientals, what 
_ would happen if these words, or similar words, were spoken 
to men of a totally different race? Our Lord left with 
His Apostles the command to go and make disciples of 
all nations. In due time some of them, in fulfilment of 
this charge, went Westward. As they went Westward they 
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proclaimed the great news of the redemption of mankind by 
the Incarnate Son of God, and naturally in such language 
as we find in the Gospels of the New Testament with its 
parables and figures. 

In due time they came to a country which had for long 
been under the sway and influence of the practical, hard- 
headed, matter-of-fact Romans. What would happen? 
The Gospel story would be told by the missionaries from 
the East with the imagery, metaphors, figures, symbols 
and parables as we find them in the. Gospels. If mis- 
understanding took place with such a man as Nicodemus, 
what would happen with the Western man ?. Would he under- 
stand better than Nicodemus? Would he not be apt to 
interpret literally the parables and figures, and so misunder- 
stand them, or reject them as incredible, or foolishness ? 
The result would be misbelief, and disbelief, and endless 
disputation and dissension not ended even at this day. 

With results thus deplorable East and West had met in 
many places, and among the rest at Hippo, in the north of 
Africa, where St Augustine, “ the Greatest of the Fathers,” 
was Bishop for thirty-five years before his death in A.D. 430. 

In his voluminous writings there are many evidences how 
hard he had to labour against the misbelief and disbelief 
generated as has been described. Again and again he 
teaches his flock and his friends how to distinguish a 
metaphorical or figurative passage from one to be taken 
literally, and how each kind of passage is to be dealt with. 
Again and again he teaches Oriental and Occidental to see 
the one:-truth. © 

Again and again he has to teach the Western man to 
recognise the living truth in the Oriental man’s metaphors, 
figures, symbols and parables, and labour to teach both 
Eastern and Western the spirituality of the gift ; according 
to Our Lord’s words (John vi. 63): “It is the spirit that 
quickeneth ; the flesh profiteth nothing.” | 

It is because the IJnstructiones Historico-Theologice of 
John. Forbes so faithfully pass on the teaching of St 
Augustine and the other orthodox Fathers, of which he had 
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knowledge so wide and deep, that I have been moved to 
write these pages. 

It is because his writings are in Latin that they are so 
little known, and that Anglican Churchmen sustain in 
consequence so great a loss. They are in Latin because 
that was the academical language of Forbes’s day—a 
language known to all scholars; and the Instructiones are 
the teaching which he gave to his students in the University 
of Aberdeen, where he was Professor of Divinity from 1620 
to 1641. His father, Bishop Patrick Forbes, is called in 
the annals of that university its ‘‘ Second Founder,” because 
he restored it to its full efficiency, which had at times 
greatly declined since 1494, when it was founded by another 
great Bishop of Aberdeen—William Elphinstone. 

Dr Grub, in his Ecclestastical History of Scotland, vol. iii., 
p. 109, says of John Forbes: “In learning he probably 
surpassed all other Scottish Divines ; his piety, his meek- 
ness, and his charity appear in the record of his spiritual 
life which he left behind him, and in every authentic 
memorial of his actions.” 

I once heard the late Bishop Dowden, whose learning is 
well known, say with great emphasis: ‘‘ John Forbes was 
a GIANT OF LEARNING,” to which Dr Grub added with 
equal emphasis: “ John Forbes was a SAINT.” 

His whole works form two large volumes folio, published 
at Amsterdam in 1702-1703. 

His Eucharistic teaching, which he gave to his students, \ 
is to be found in Vol. I., books ix.-xi., 

The great value of his teaching is due to— 

I, His extraordinary knowledge of the teaching of 
Scripture, and the Fathers and theological writers 
down to his time. 

2. To his scrupulous care to present truthfully the real 
belief and meaning of the Father whom he was 
quoting. 

3. To his evident recognition of the great difference in 
mental characteristics between the Oriental man 
and the Occidental. He also notes the effect on 
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the belief and worship of some produced by the desire 
(widespread in fallen man) to have something visible 
and tangible to worship before. The strong language 
of the Second Commandment should give warning 


of the danger of the worshipper’s thought and desire 


_ being diverted to the seen away from the unseen. 


THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE OF 
THE EUCHARIST 


THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE: OF 
THE EUCHARIST 


AS CONTRASTED WITH 


Tuk Roman DoGMA OF TRANSUBSTANTIATION, 
IN THE 
INSTRUCTIONES HISTORICO-THEOLOGICA 


OF 
JOHN FORBES OF CORSE 


THE Eucharistic teaching of John Forbes is contained in 
his Instructiones Historico-Theologice, partly in Book IX., 
on Sacraments in general, but mainly in Book XI., on the 
Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, as it is called in the Book 
of Common Prayer. 

_ These Jnstructiones embody the teaching which he gave 
to his students in the University of King’s College, in 
Aberdeen, where he was Professor of Divinity from 1620, 
when his father was Bishop of Aberdeen, till 1641, when he 
was ejected from the office by the Covenanters, who at that 
time had got the upper hand in civil and ecclesiastical 
affairs in the long and tangled struggle of the Reformation 
in Scotland. 

The interest and value of the Imstructiones are derived 
from the remarkable Christian character of their author and 
his noless remarkable Scriptural and Patristic learning. The 
reader will not take long to discover that when John Forbes 
claims the support of any Father he has taken pains to be 
sure of that Father’s real mind, and whether his words are to 
be understood according to the flesh or according to the Spirit. 

His whole teaching shows that he knew the writings of 
the Fathers, of the schoolmen, and of theologians and 
historians down to his own day as few men have known 
them, and that his constant aim was to get at, and give to 
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his students, the true mind of Christ and of His great 
servants, 

Naturally he begins with a definition of the word Sacra- 
ment. The definition given by the Anglican Communion 
in the “ Catechism, that is to say, instruction to be learned 
of every person before he be brought to be confirmed by the 
Bishop,” is that “‘the word Sacrament ” means “an out- 
ward and visible sign of an inward and spiritual grace, given 
unto us, ordained by Christ Himself as a means whereby 
we receive the same, and a pledge to assure us thereof.” 
And the answer to the question that immediately follows 
declares that in the Sacrament thus defined there are 


just “two parts’”’—“the outward and visible sign’ being 
one of them, and the other, “the inward and spiritual 
grace.” 


St Augustine (A.D. 354-430), who has been called “the 
greatest of the Fathers,” and who is quoted by name in the 
Twenty-ninth Article of Religion in the Prayer Book, 
evidently carried great weight with John Forbes, as well 
as with the authorities of the Church of England. He is 
quoted by Forbes in connection with this definition. “A 
_ sign,” according to St Augustine, is ‘“‘ a thing which, besides 
the appearance which it presents to the senses, of itself 
causes something else to come into the mind, as when we 
see a footprint we think that the animal has passed whose 
footprint it is’? (Augustine: De Doctrina Christiana, 
chap. i.): where also he gives the admonition that in signs 
the thing to be attended to is, not what they ave, but what 
they are signs of, that is, what they signify.” 

Many people, at all periods, have used the word Sacrament 
as a short expression to indicate the whole rite, but in strict 
propriety of language it means, as the Church Catechism 
. says, the outward and visible sign. Forbes deals with all 
the definitions that have been proposed to arrive at the 
true and clear conception. In the course of these discussions _ 
he quotes the following definition by Scotus:—‘In the | 
manner in which there can be a definition of a Sacrament 
this is its definition,—namely, ‘a sign perceivable by the © 
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senses, signifying by divine institution the grace, or free 


operation (gvatuitum effectum) of God, ordained for the 
salvation of man on his pilgrimage (viaforis),’’’ Also the 
following from Gabriel Biel: ‘In order that anything 
should be a sacrament, three things are required: 1. That 
it should be a thing perceived by the senses, having a 
natural similitude to the grace, or free operation of God 
which it represents. 2. That it be instituted by God 
Himself. 3. That it be a sign effectual and certain, so as 
to have infallibly the effect which it signifies unless there 
be impediment in the recipient by his placing in the way an 
obstacle repugnant to the grace.”’ 

_ That the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, or Holy 
Communion, or Eucharist, was ordained by God the Son in- 
carnate no one questions. Nor does anyone question that 
it was at the Passover feast that He didso. St Luke, who 
says that he had “ traced the course of all things from the 


- first,” describes it thus: “And He took bread, and when 


He had given thanks, he brake it, and gave it to them, 
saying, ‘ This is My body which is given for you: this do in 
remembrance of Me.’ Likewise also the cup after supper, 
saying, ‘ This cup is the New Testament in My blood which 
is shed for you.’”’ St Paul’s account, which, he says, he 
received of the Lord, is this: ‘‘ The Lord Jesus, in the night 
in which He was betrayed, took bread, and when He had 
given thanks he brake it, and said, ‘ Take, eat : this is My 
body which is given for you: do this in remembrance of 
Me.’ After the same manner also He took the cup, when 
He had supped, saying, ‘ This cup is the New Testament in 


} My blood: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance 


of Me.’ ” 

Forbes points out that St Augustine refers to the con- 
dition in Gabriel Biel’s definition that ‘‘ the sign perceivable 
by the senses ” should have a natural similitude to the grace 


which it represents.” He says, in his Twenty-third Epistle : 


“For if sacraments had not a certain similitude to those 
things whose sacraments they are they would not be sacra- 


ments [or signs] at all.” But St Augustine distinguishes 
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very clearly between the sign, and the thing which it 
signifies. In his Twenty-sixth Treatise on the Gospel of St 
John he says: ‘‘ Many ate the Manna who pleased the Lord, 
and did not die. Why? Because they understood the 
visible food spiritually, that they might be spiritually filled. 
For we also to-day receive the spiritual bread ; but the Sacra- 
ment is one thing, and the virtue of the Sacrament another. 
... The Manna signified this bread. Those sacrament 
were diverse in signs, but alike in the things which they 
signified. . . . They did all eat of the same spiritual food. 
The spiritual [food] assuredly the same, but the corporal 
different ; because they ate the manna, we, another thing ; 


but the spiritual, that which we eat. ... But the Rock 
was Christ. Of it the food; of it the drink. The rock was 
Christ in sign: true Christ in word and flesh... . That if 


any man eateth of [Christ] Himself, he may not die,—-he who 
eateth that which belongeth to the virtue of the Sacrament, 
not what belongeth to the visible [sign or] Sacrament ; who 
eateth inwardly, not outwardly ; who eateth with the heart, 
not presseth with the teeth. . . . ‘Whoso eateth My flesh 
and drinketh My blood abideth in Me, and I in Him.’ To 
abide in Christ, therefore, and have Christ abiding in him, 
this is to eat that food, and drink that cup. And he who 
abideth not in Christ, and in whom Christ abideth not, 
without doubt neither eateth His flesh nor drinketh His 
blood, although carnally and visibly he presseth with his 
teeth the Sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, but 
rather eateth and drinketh to his own judgment the Sacra- 
ment [or sign] of so great a thing : because he has presumed 
to come unclean to the Sacraments of Christ, which no one 
receives worthily but he who is clean.” 

Forbes naturally has much to say about the results which 
have followed from the confusing of this distinction by 
. giving to the Sacrament, oroutward and visible sign, the 
name of the thing signified, to which the similitude between 
the sign and the thing signified has largely contributed. On 
this point he has the following quotations from Augustine's _ 
Twenty-third Epistle: —“ But from this  similitude _ 
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sacraments generally receive the name also of the things , 
themselves that are signified. As, therefore, according to 
a certain manner, the Sacrament of the body of Christ is the 
body of Christ, and the Sacrament of the blood of Christ, 
the blood of Christ, so the Sacrament of the Faith [Baptism] 
is the Faith; so the Sacrament of so great a thing was 
called by the name of the same thing.’”’ And in his book 
against Adamanthus, the disciple of Manichzus, chap. xii. : 
“For the Lord did not hesitate to say, ‘This is My body,’ 
when he was giving the figure of His body” (Bk. IL, 
Giap, x., 9'r). 

Forbes says, ‘‘ According to a certain manner, namely, 
sacramentally, these symbols [the bread and the wine] are 
called, and are, the body and blood of the Lord. For so 
Scripture is wont to speak, naming the things signifying 
as [it names] the things that are signified.” 

As Augustine points out in Treatise 63, On the Gospel of 
St John, and in Epistle 103, and in Questions on Leviticus, 
chap. 57, in which passages on Leviticus he subjoins 
certain examples of this: ‘‘ The thing,” he says, “ that 
signifies [the sign] is wont to be called by the name of the 
thing which it signifies : as it is written, ‘seven ears of corn 
are seven years,’ for he did not say ‘ signify seven years,’ 
and ‘ seven kine are seven years,’ for he did not say ‘ signify 
seven years, and many of this kind. Hence that which 
was said (1 Cor. x. 4), ‘That Rock was Christ.’ For he did 
not say ‘the Rock signified Christ,’ but as it meant that, 

_ assuredly it was not that by substance.” 

In XI. iv. 3 of the Instructiones Forbes quotes Ambrose as 
saying, in Book IV., chap. iv., of his De Sacramentis: “ Of 
the bread is made the flesh of Christ. How can that which 
is bread be the body of Christ ? By consecration. ... If, 
therefore, there is such power in the word of the Lord Jesus, 
that the bread and the wine began to be what hitherto they 
were not, how much rather should it be capable of effecting 
that they should be what they were, and at the same time 

be made to be something else.” But lest anyone should 
' mistake the true mind of Ambrose on the matter, Forbes 
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quotes the same Ambrose again (/mstructiones, XI. vi. 12), as 


saying on chapter xxiv. of St Luke, “ For not by corporal 
/ touch, but by faith, do we touch Christ’; and in Sermon 


56, De Tempore: ‘“‘ The blessed Paul taught us how we are to 
seek the Saviour among the heavenly beings, saying, ‘ Seek 
those things which are above, where Christ is, sitting at the 
right hand of God.’ . . . Therefore not om the earth, nor om 
the earth, nor according to the flesh ought we to seek the 
Saviour if we desire to find and touch Him, etc.” And 
Forbes adds: ‘“‘ Observe from Ambrose that Christ, absent 


from us as far corporally as heaven from earth, is neverthe- 


less touched by faith by those [on earth] who seek Him 


with devotion of mind, and so is spiritually present to 


them.” So that his quotation above from Ambrose 


means: If therefore there is such power in the word of the 


' Lord Jesus that the bread and wine began to be the outward 
and visible signs of the body and blood of Christ, which 


they were not before, how much rather should that word 


be capable of effecting that they should be the bread and 
wine which they had been, and at the same time be 
made to be the outward and visible signs of the body and 
blood of Christ, and that Christ in heaven should be touched 
by worthy communicants on the earth by the hand of faith, 
and so be spiritually present to them. 

Evidently also it is to be clearly noted what that is of 
which the bread and wine were thus made the outward 
and visible signs. They were made the outward and visible 
signs of the body and blood of Christ im separation from 
each other, which they were not when He spoke the words of 
institution, and never were except in His death, wherein 


(Heb, ix. 26).—‘‘ He put away sin by the sacrifice of Him- 


self,’’ and having proved the efficacy of that sacrifice by 
rising from the dead according to His promise (Matt. xxvii. 
63,64) entered “‘into heaven itself, now to appear before 
the face of God for us’ (Heb. ix. 24). And so His words of 
direction mean: “‘ Do this in remembrance of Me ’—of Mz 
SLAIN—the one and only sacrifice of all time effectual for the 
forgiveness and perfecting of mankind. So we are bidden 
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“ Lift up our hearts ” in faith from the significant memorial . 
on earth to where on high He pleads on our behalf that one 
and only sufficient sacrifice for sin, and with living faith in 
Him rejoice and praise Him through whom we are forgiven, 
and believe that according to our faith we receive from the 
unseen hand of our great High Priest the inward strengthen- 
ing and refreshing, of which the bread and wine are the 
outward and visible signs, and significant pledges that we | 
receive these gifts. 

The care with which both St Augustine and John Forbes 
distinguish the outward and visible sign from the thing 
signified makes very clear their conviction that in order 
to get at the true meaning of any document it is essential 
that the reader should know and remember the manner of | 
the writer—the forms into which he casts his thoughts and | 
the mode in which he seeks to convey them to the mind | 
of the reader. 

There is the strongest possible contrast between the 
ancient Oriental mind and the modern Western mind in « 
these and kindred respects. The ancient Shemitic peoples 
in their thought and its expression loved the symbolical 
and figurative: the modern Western mind seeks literal 
precision and exactness. If any Western who did not know 
and remember this were to interpret an Oriental document 
as if it were an English lawyer’s inventory, it is practically 
certain that if he made any sense of it at all it would not be 
what the Oriental writer intended. 

Our Blessed Lord was, according to the flesh, an Oriental 
—a Hebrew of the tribe of Judah, and being—as He said— 
“sent unto the lost sheep of the House of Israel,” He 
expressed Himself after the Oriental manner of the ancient 
Hebrew Scriptures, his knowledge and understanding of 
which at twelve years of age so astounded the doctors in 
the Temple. And later on He taught in parables, which 
are but expanded metaphors. And these were not the only 
metaphors he used. What Western teacher would put an 
important truth before a disciple in such words as these : 
“ Except a man be born again, he cannot enter into the 


58 TRUE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE 


- Kingdom of God ”’; or, ‘“‘I am the door of the sheep ” ; or, 
“Tf thy right eye cause thee to stumble, pluck it out, and 
cast it from thee’’? Would any. sane Western teacher 
interpret any of them literally ? Forbes (XI. viii. 6) quotes 
St Augustine’s earnest warning to remember the habitually 
figurative character of Oriental speech. ‘“‘ Augustine CRIES 
ALOUD (clamat): ‘ Above all, care must be taken not to 
understand a figurative expression literally. For to this 
also is pertinent what the Apostle says, —‘‘ The letter killeth, 
but the spirit giveth life.” For when a thing said figura- 
tively is understood as if it had been spoken literally, it is 
carnally understood. Nor is any death of the soul more 
appropriately named than when that in us which transcends 
the beasts, that is, the mind, is subjected to the flesh by 
following the letter: for he who follows the letter holds 
the translated words to be literal and does not refer that 
which is signified by the literal word to another meaning. 
. . . It is indeed a miserable servitude of the soul to take 
the signs for the things, and to be unable to raise the eye of 
the mind above the corporeal creature to take in eternal 
light ’ (De Doctrina Christiana, Book Ile chance). 

As Christianity spread westward, and was embraced by 
multitudes who were not Orientals, nor descendants of 
Orientals, the danger of misunderstanding became corre- 
spondingly greater, and became clear to Augustine when it 
reached his abode. No one in the guest-chamber at the 
Paschal Supper would have misunderstood the words said 
of the Passover bread—‘ This is the bread of misery which 
your fathers ate in the land of Egypt ’—or supposed it to 
be literally the bread of so many centuries ago. They would 
all have understood that it represented it in the celebration 
of the Feast which was, as recorded in the Book of Exodus, 
instituted as a memorial of, and thanksgiving for, the de- 
liverance of their race from bondage and death. They did 
not need to have the word signify or represent expressed. 

But so far West as Carthage or Hippo by St Augustine’s 
day—a.D. 354-430—the danger of figurative expressions 
being understood literally had become so evident that his 


TRUE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE 59 


view of the danger and mischief of such misunderstanding 
moved him to make an endeavour to prevent it. | 

“So,” says Forbes (XI. viii. 6), “in the same book 
(De Doctrina Christiana, chap. 10), Augustine adds another 
admonition and shows the manner in which we may be able 
to distinguish a figurative expression from a literal one. 
‘But,’ says Augustine, ‘to this observation that we should 
not take a figurative, that is metaphorical expression as 
literal, this also is to be added, nor a literal one as jiguraitve. 
First, therefore, must be shown the mode of discovering 
whether an expression is literal or figurative. And that 
mode universally is that whatever in the Divine Word can 
be literally associated neither with moral probity nor truth 
of belief, you recognise it to be figurative.’ This rule 
Augustine explains and illustrates by the example of the 
command to eat the flesh and drink the blood of Christ 
(chap. 16):—‘If,’ he ‘says, ‘a preceptive expression is 
either forbidding a disgraceful act, or a crime, or command- 
ing a benefit or beneficence, it is not figurative. But if it | 
seems to command a disgraceful act or a crime, it is figura-_ 
tive. “Unless ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and 
drink His blood, ye have no life in yourselves,’’ seems to 
command a crime or disgraceful act. It is therefore a _ 
figure admonishing us that we must communicate in the — 
Passion of the Lord, and thankfully and profitably treasure 
in memory that for us His flesh was crucified and wounded.’ | 
Thus writes Augustine in that passage. 

“And to this agree his words on Psalm 98, where he 
says, ‘It is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth 
nothing : the words that I speak unto you, they are spirit, 
and they are life.’ These words he expounds thus :— 
‘Understand spiritually what I have said; not the body 
which ye see are ye to eat; and not that blood are ye to 
drink which they who will crucify me will shed. I have 
_ bestowed on you a sacrament [sign]: spiritually under- 
» stood, it will give you life. Although it must be celebrated 
_ visibly, yet it ought to be invisibly understood.’ Thus 
wrote Augustine,” 
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Forbes (XI. viii. 7) proceeds to quote from a sermon of 
St Athanasius, on Matt. xii. 32: “‘ Whosoever speaketh a 
word against the Son of Man, it shall be forgiven him, etc.,”’ 
as follows :—‘‘ The Lord says (John vi. 61-63), ‘ Doth this 
cause you to stumble? What then if ye should behold 
the Son of Man ascending to where He was before? It is 
the Spirit that quickeneth ; the flesh profiteth nothing: the ~ 
words which I have spoken unto you, are spirit and are 
life.’ He discriminates between the spirit and the flesh, 
in order that believing not only in what appeared to the 
eyes, but also in the invisible signification, we should dis- 
criminate the things that were spoken, that they were not 
carnal but spiritual. For to how many men would His 
body have sufficed for food, that it could become the 
sustenance of the whole world? But for that reason He 
made mention of the Ascension of the Son of Man into 
heaven that He might draw them away from a corporal 
understanding, and that thence they should understand 
that His flesh of which He had spoken was celestial food 
from above, and spiritual sustenance which was given by 
Himself. ‘ For the things which I speak unto you,’ He says, 
‘are spirit, and are life.’”’ ‘‘ Thus,” says Forbes, “ wrote 
the great Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria (died A.D. 373).” 
And he goes on so say: “ Notwithstanding this illuminating 
declaration of the Sacred Scriptures and of the Orthodox — 
Fathers, there arose in subsequent ages a race of men 
who, carnally tossing aside propriety of words concerning 
the bread, and the simplicity of the Lord’s speech, 
openly contradicted the Lord Himself and the Ancient 


© Church.” 


John Forbes had a very vivid perception that the 
essential source of life and forgiveness, and of every spiritual 
blessing to men, is the sacrifice on Calvary when Our Lord 
Jesus Christ gave Himself “an offermg and a sacrifice to 
God for a sweet-smelling savour ; and rising from the dead 
ascended in triumph to the right hand of God where He now 
is ever living to make intercession for us. The all-sufficient 
sacrifice itself is one thing: the memorial of it on earth is 


i 
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another. The one is the never-failing well-spring of blessing : _ 
the other, the means and pledge of the reception of that v 
blessing by the penitent and believing communicant’s soul.’ 

Hence in more than one place he exhorts the devout 
communicant to respond to the ‘“ Sursum corda ’—‘‘ Lift up 
your hearts ’’—that is, raise heart and thought above the 
earthly altar to where Christ is, interceding on high. He 
sought to teach his students to know the uncontaminated 
faith and devotion of the earliest Christian days, and to 
recognise and reject the errors which had gradually in the 
course of ages crept in and spread till they had culminated 
in the dogma of transubstantiation, to the confutation of 
which he devotes seven whole chapters (ix.-xv.), contain- 
ing seven formal arguments from Scripture and the Early 
Christian Fathers. 


I 


In the first argument he sets out to prove from these 
authorities that what the faithful receive in their hands is 
the sign, sacrament, symbol, type, figure, image, memorial « 
of the proper (literal) body of Christ. 

He says (XI. ix. 1): “ That which is the sign, sacrament 
symbol, type, figure, image, memorial of the proper body of 
Christ, although in a certain manner, is called and is that 
body itself,—that is, significantly, sacramentally, sym- 
bolically, typically, figuratively, representatively, and these 
indeed not vainly ; but efficaciously, by divine institution. : 
But that which, in the celebration of the Eucharist, is after’ 
the consecration, given to the faithful and by them received 
with the hand of the body, and taken with the mouth of 
the body, is the sign, sacrament, etc., of the proper body of. 
Christ.”’ 

He is careful to make it clear (XI. ix. 2) that by the 
expression ‘‘ proper body of Christ,” he means the body 
which Christ assumed of the Virgin Mother, which was 
broken for us on the Cross, and laid in the sepulchre, and on 
the third day rose again. His object here is to avoid being 
misunderstood, Christ has also a mystical body (Eph. i. 23). 
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And Lombard and his commentators taught that the 
visible “species ’’—that is, in the Eucharist, the bread and 
wine—is the sacrament of both the proper and the mystical 
body of Christ, but that transubstantiation takes place 
only in the proper body. To this, therefore, as defined 
_ above, Forbes’s argument refers. He argues from “the 
immovable axiom that no thing is at the same time sign 
and thing signified ’—at the same time ves sacraments and 
sacrament—symbol, type, figure, image—of itself. He 
refers again to St Augustine’s admonition that in signs 
we should attend not to what they ave, but to what they 
represent, “‘ For,’ that Father says, “a sign is a thing 
which, over and above the appearance, etc., which it pre- 
sents to the senses, by itself causes, something else to come 
into the thoughts.”” He quotes also from the same Father 
several other passages to the same effect: and from 
Gaudentius of Brixia (d. A.D. 410) the following :—“A 
figure is not the reality, but a similitude (¢mitatro) of the 
reality : for also man was made in the image of God, yet 
he is not therefore God” (Treatise 2, On Exodus). And 
referring to the doctrine of Lombard and his disciples that 
the proper body of Christ is both ves and sacramentum— 
both outward sign and also thing signified—Forbes adds 


that no one of any name among the learned has been found 


who said that the proper body of Christ is the sacrament 
of the proper body of Christ. ‘‘ But these Sententiarians 
say that the proper body of Christ is the Sacrament of 
His mystical body [the Church]. . . . But whether or not, 
certainly the proper body of Christ is not the sacrament of 
itself—that is, of the same proper body, as all acknowledge ” 
(XI. ix. 4). 

Of testimonies from the Fathers he cites a few out of 
many. From the remarkable works of an author whose 
identity is not established with certainty, but who is 
quoted under the name of Dionysius Pseudo-Areopagita, 
he cites a number of passages of which the following 


(XI. ix. 9) is a fair example. It is from Dionysius’ | 


book on the Fcclestastical Hierarchy, chapter three. 


; 


thes 


soo 
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“Specially treating of the Eucharist, after describing in 
chapter two the outward rites of the celebration, he says, 
Sevpo oy peta Tas eikovas ev Take, Kal iepds él Tiv Oeoed) TOV V 
dpxeTirwv &\7Gevav,— draw near now to the images [so he 
names the Sacrament—the outward sign of the Eucharist] 
in order, and reverently, even to the divine truth of the 
Archetypes [#.e. to the ves secramentt, the inward part].’ In 
the same place also, the outward signs in this sacrament, 
which he called «ixdévas, he calls also oip fora, symbols. But 
Maximus, the Scholiast of Dionysius, says, or! otpBora Taira, 
kat ovk dA) Gev0,—that those are symbols and not the reality. 
Whoever this author was, though it is rightly gathered that 
he was not contemporary with the Apostles, he is classed 
with the ancient Fathers”? (XI. ix. 9). Maximus, in his 
scholia on the words of Dionysius, says: “‘ But note that 
everywhere he calls the divine ministration and the holy 
gifts, symbols of the things which are above and more 
true ’’ (XI: ix. 13). 

ern, ix, 15,;he quotes Tertullian, Book IV., Against 
Marcion, chapter xl.: “The bread received and distributed 
to the disciples Christ made His body, saying this is My 
body, that is the figure of My body.” 

In XI. ix. 16 he quotes Eusebius, Bishop of Cesarea, in 
Book I. of his Demonstvatio Evangelica, concluding chapter, 
speaking of the Sacrament of the Lord, saying: “ Having 
given us a memortal in place of a sacrifice, to be offered to 
God continually.” And a little after: “And we have 
certainly received [command] to celebrate the memorial of 
that sacrifice at the table, by the symbols (8:4 cvp/dAwv) of * 
this His body and His saving blood, according to the laws 
of the New Testament.” | 

In XI. ix. 16 he quotes Basil the Great calling the bread 
and wine, after pronouncing the words of the Lord’s in- 
stitution, “the antitypes (avtitvra) of the holy body and < 
blood of Christ.” 

He quotes also as using the same expression the author 
of the Apostolic Constitutions, attributed to Clement of 
Rome (Book V., chap. xiii.). 
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Also Ambrose, in his book De Sacvamentis, Book IV., 
chapter v.: ‘‘ Make to us this appointed oblation reason- 
able, acceptable ; that it may become the figure of the body 
and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 

And from many others Forbes finds support for his 
thesis—among them Gaudentius of Brixia, Chrysostom, 
Augustine, Gelasius, Theodoret, etc. 

After all this he makes severe animadversions on the 
ignorance of “that Nicene Pseudo-Assembly held under the 
Empress Irene in A.D. 787, because it asserts that no one 
of the illustrious Fathers called the Eucharist an image, or 
type or antitype of the body of Christ.” 

He notes the action of “the Tridentines ” in the face of 
all these testimonies, ‘‘ They confess,’”’ he says, ‘“‘ that the 
most holy Eucharist is a symbol of a sacred thing, and 
the visible form of invisible grace. And yet, neglecting 
the reason of such a form, they ineptly transform the sign 
into the thing (res) itself, and so, with a certain servile feeble- 
ness take it for the thing itself which is signified by it. By 
which fiction sacraments [signs] are taken away, and corre- 
lated things absurdly confounded.”’ And: “ To evade the 
impact of these facts and arguments, they refer all that is 
read in the ancients concerning sacrament, sign, symbol, 
figure, type, image of the consecrated Eucharist to the 
‘accidents’ alone of the bread and wine, which remain 
after the consecration. But that novel and_ ridiculous 
invention will forthwith vanish if I show that of all those 
things which in the celebration of the Eucharist remain 
after the consecration, and are called by the Fathers, 
symbol, antitype, sacrament, sign, memorial, image, of the 
body and blood of Christ, are not ‘accidents’ without 
subject, but are true bread and wine. Which I now go to 
show from the Fathers,” 

II 


The Sacrament of the Eucharist is Bread and Wine 


Having set forth that what the faithful receive in the 
Eucharist is the sign, sacrament, etc., of the proper body of 
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Christ ; but properly is not in itself the proper body of 
Christ, although in a certain manner (of speaking), that is 
significatively, sacramentally, etc., it is called, and is, that 
body itself, and not vainly, but efficaciously, by Divine 
institution, Forbes goes on to prove that this sign, sacra- 
ment, etc., which is received with the hand of the body, 
and taken with the mouth of the body, and is not itself the 
proper body of Christ, is bread and wine. 

To establish that affirmation, that after consecration 
the Sacrament is still bread and wine, he brings forward the 
words of our Lord Himself, calling the one element “ this 
fruit of the vine,”’ and the words of St Paul calling the other 
(also after consecration), ‘‘this bread’: and proceeds to v 
bring forward the testimonies of the Fathers showing that 
they received these words in the same sense. His own 
statement is as follows :—‘‘ The Lord says (XI. x. 4), ‘but 
I say unto you that I will not drink henceforth [am dpri] 
of this fruit of the vine [ex rovrod Tov yevvyjaros Tis 
aparéov] until the day that I shall drink it new with you 
in My Father’s Kingdom’ (Matt. xxvi. 29). Then, therefore, 
he was drinking it, and after His resurrection He was to 
drink with the disciples of the fruit of the vine, that is, 
wine. The Apostle says (x Cor. x. 16), ‘ The cup of blessing 
which we bless, is it not a communion of the blood of 
Christ ? And (xi, 26-28) as often as ye eat this bread 
and drink this cup, ye proclaim the Lord’s death till 
He come: . . . Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this bread ¥ 
[tov aprov rovroy] or drink the cup of the Lord unworthily 
_ Shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. But let 
a man prove himself, and so let him eat ef the bread and 
drink of the cup.’ ‘ This bread,’ namely that of which he 
had just spoken, saying, ‘the Lord in the night that He 
was betrayed, took bread, and blessed it, and brake it, etc., 
but then is understood the foresaid and properly named 
bread; therefore also here, for notwithstanding the inter- 
vening of the benediction, the Apostle still points to 
the same bread, saying tov dprov rotrov, nor does other 
mention precede in the text. But that the same bread as 
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' to substance remained is also clear from this, that the 
_ bread of which the Apostle speaks is eaten even by the 
unworthy.’ . . . See what we pointed out above (XI. 1. 4).” 
There he quotes from St Augustine’s 26th Treatise, On the 
Gospel of St John, the following :—‘‘ quoting Christ’s words, 
‘Whoso eateth My flesh and drinketh My blood abideth in 
Me, and I in Him,’ Augustine continues, ‘to abide in 
Christ, therefore, and have Christ abiding in him, this is to 
eat that food and drink that cup. And he who abideth not 
, in Christ, and in whom Christ abideth not, without doubt 
_ neither spiritually eateth His flesh, nor drinketh His blood, 
_ although carnally and visibly he presseth with his teeth 
the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ.’ ”’ 
Forbes proceeds (XI. x. 6): “In the Liturgy to which 
they have attached the name of St Mark the Evangelist, 
in the Library of the Fathers, in the second Greco-Latin 
volume, after the solemn pronouncement, immediately 
before, of the words of institution, [This is My body which 
is broken for you—This is My blood of the New Testament], 
_after the pronouncement of these words, the Priest prays to 
God thus: ‘Send down upon us, and upon this bread, and 
upon this cup Thy Holy Spirit to sanctify and consecrate 
_ them, and as God Almighty make this bread the body, and 
the cup the blood of the New Testament, of Jesus Christ 
Himself our God and Saviour and King Most High, that 
i they may become to us all who partake of them unto faith, 
-unto soberness, and unto healing, etc.’ Observe here, I. 
That after these words of the Lord, ‘This is My body,’ 
‘This is My blood,’ it is still called bread, and that you may 
know that that bread is understood which is made of flour 
_ you perceive the plural number, Tots aprovs rovrous, these 
’ loaves (breads). 2. The Priest still prays that these loaves 
(| (this bread) may be sanctified, even after the words of the ry, 
“> Lord’s institution. 3. It indicates that the bread becomes 
_ the body of the Lord by the sanctification of the Holy 
Spirit, and the cup is made His blood, and so becomes to us 
_ unto faith, unto soberness, unto healing, etc. The Trans- 
! substantiarians reject all these. But from 3. I argue 
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thus :—The bread becomes the body of Christ, not in 
substance nor properly (literally), as the Transubstantiarians 
allow, rejecting on that account the expressions which we 
have shown in Chapter 8: therefore it is the body of 
Christ improperly (figuratively) and symbolically: it 
becomes the Sacrament, sign, symbol, image, figure, of the 
body of Christ. The change, therefore, in the bread is 
made only in accidentals, remaining the same bread in 
substance.” 

In XI. x. 8 he cites the testimony of Ignatius, who, in his 
Epistle to the Philadelphians, says: “I write to you and 
admonish you to have one faith, one profession and one 
Eucharist. For the flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ is one ; 
His blood which was shed for us is one; one also is the 
bread [eis «ai dpros] broken for all, and one the cup 
administered to all, where, manifestly, he distinguishes the 
bread from the flesh of the Lord, the cup from the blood ; 
that is, the sign from the thing signified.” 

In XI. x. 9 he cites Justin, who, near the end of his second 
Apology, describing the celebration of the Eucharist, says : 
“To him who is over the brethren bread is brought, and a 
cup of water and wine. . . . And when the President has 
given thanks, and all the people have acclaimed their 
joyful assent [Amen], those who among us are called 
Deacons distribute to each of those present that he may 


partake of the bread, and of the wine and water over which | 


Boron, 


thanks were offered.”” The same Justin in his Dialogue with — 


Trypho the Jew (pp. 259, 260 of the Paris Greco - Latin 
edition, folio, 1615) says: ‘‘ Reasonably indeed the similar 
oblation ordained to be offered on behalf of those who were 
cleansed from leprosy was a type of the bread of the 
Eucharist : which Jesus Christ our Lord ordained in re- 
membrance of His Passion which He endured for us men 
who are cleansed from all sin, that we might give thanks to 
God. . . . Concerning, however, the sacrifices of us Gentiles 
which are offered in every place, that is, in the bread of the 
Eucharist and similarly in the cup of the Eucharist which, 
speaking in time past, the prophet .Malachi foretold.” 
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Here (XI. x. 10) Forbes notes: (1) That the sacrifice of 


’ Christians in the celebration of this Sacrament is bread and 


mn, 


wine: also afterwards thanksgiving offered over them; in 
the distribution itself, and the participation. (2) That this 
sacrifice was not offered for propitiation, but in commemora- 
tion of the propitiatory Passion of Christ for us, iva 
evXapirTopev TH Oew, that we may render thanks to God. 
This sacrifice is therefore not ¢Aaorixdv, but evdxapsotiKdy. 
Whence also it received its name, that it is called the bread 
of the Eucharist,—Thanksgiving, and similarly the cup of the 
Eucharist,—Thanksgiving. And concerning this the same 
Justin, in his second Apologia, says: ‘‘ And this food is called 
among us the Eucharist.” Of that unique, true and proper 
propitiatory sacrifice, offered once by Christ in His Passion, 
it is pvjyy avri Ovoias, a memorial in place of a sacrifice. 
Augustine in Book XX., Contra Faustum, says: ‘ The flesh 
and blood of this sacrifice was, before the coming of Christ, 
promised through the sacrificial victims, its similitudes ; in 
the Passion of Christ it was offered itself in reality : after 
the Ascension of Christ it is celebrated by the Sacrament of 
Remembrance.’”’ Augustine also says: “It is the sacrifice 
of Christ, not in Himself, but in Sacrament.” And again: 
“Was not Christ offered (7mmolatus) once in Himself, and 
yet in Sacrament not only through all the solemnities of 
Easter, but every day, for the people, nor assuredly does 
he lie who answers that He is immolated. For if sacra- 
ments had not a certain resemblance to the things of which 


_they are sacraments, they would not be sacraments at all. 
But from this similitude they generally receive also the 
‘names of the things themselves ” (Augustine, Epistle 23). 


In XI. x. 13 and 14 Forbes cites Theodoret and Clement 
of Alexandria, writing against the Tatianite heretics, who 
were abstainers from wine, and substituted water for wine 
in the celebration of the Eucharist. From the latter he 
quotes: “ For know ye well that Christ Himself also used 


» wine, for He Himself was also man. And He blessed wine 


when He said, ‘ Take, drink, this is My blood.’... And 
what the wine was which He blessed He showed again, 
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saying to His disciples, ‘I will not drink of the fruit of the 
vine till I drink it with you in my Father’s Kingdom.’ ”’ 

In XI. x. 14 Forbes notes the bearing of the words of 
these Fathers. He says: ‘‘ Note 1. That the Lord in the 
Eucharist gave to His disciples to drink wine that had been 
blessed, and that afterwards also it was called by the Lord 
Himself ‘the fruit of the vine,’ 2. That those Holy 
Fathers were in no lack of matter against the Tatianites 
and Marcionites, blasphemers of God the Creator, and in 
insult to Him abstainers from drinking wine,—in no point, 
I say, could an argument from the Eucharist have helped 
against them unless true wine remained after benediction. 
On the contrary, an empty shadow and ghostly appearance 
of wine would rather favour the opinion of the heretics. 
For as the same heretics denied true flesh in Christ ; but said 
that he appeared to be man when He had nothing human 
in Him, and that He seemed to suffer when He suffered not 
at all: so they would easily have admitted that Christ in 
the Eucharist gave His disciples not indeed true wine, but 
the empty appearance of wine, the matter and substance of 
wine being relegated to Utopia. 3. Clement, still after 
consecration, shows the same bread, tov dprov: nor does 
there appear in him any vestige of vanished bread, or any 
such trace; but he constantly insists on the bread.” 

In XI. x. 15 Forbes quotes a characteristic passage of 
St Cyprian, Book I., Epistle to Magnus (which in another 
edition is Epistle 76). Speaking of the unity and unanimity 
of the Church against the Novation Schism, Cyprian says: 
“Finally also the Lord’s sacrifices themselves declare the 
Christian unanimity, knit together in firm and inseparable 


charity. For when the Lord calls the bread, which is baked | 


together by the union of many grains, His body, He in- 
dicates our people whom He bore, united into one. And 
when He calls the wine, which is pressed out of very many 
clusters and grapes, and mingled into wine, His blood; it 


Whe 


signifies also one flock joined together by the mingling of the | 


united multitude.” 
“Tf we accept Cyprian,’ 


, 


says Forbes, “as interpreter, 
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when the Lord having taken the bread, and given thanks, 
gave it when broken to the disciples, with the command to 
take and eat, and added, ‘ This is My body,’ the sense was, 
‘This bread, baked into one by the union of many grains, 
is My body’; and when He said of the cup, ‘ This is My 
blood,’ the sense was, ‘ This wine, pressed out of very many 
clusters and grapes and mixed into wine, is My blood.’ 
, Than this nothing more inimical to Transubstantiation can 
be said. For according to this same sense, there remains 
. after consecration true bread baked of grains from the 
earth, and true wine pressed from the grapes of the earthly 
vine: and this bread and wine are called, and in a certain 
manner are, the body and blood of the Lord, not, certainly, 
by substance, as we have taught above, but by signification 
and sacramental similitude, as from Augustine and others 
we have pointed out also above. And so this bread, com- 
posed of terrestrial grains, and this wine, sprung from the 
vine plant, Cyprian calls the sacrifice of the Lord.” 
Forbes (XI. x. 20) cites Gaudentius (d. A.D. g10), Treatise 
_ 2, On Exodus: “He, therefore, the Creator and Lord of 
_ nature, who produces bread from the earth, of the bread 
again makes His own body. And He who made wine out 
of water, made also of wine His own blood. But how that 
lamb ought [he evidently had in his mind Exodus xii. 8, etc., 
and in connection with the Eucharist ‘ Christ our Passover 
is sacrificed for us,’ etc.] to be eaten we ought to learn from 
the passage itself: ‘Eat not of it raw, nor sodden at all 
with water . . . but roast with fire.’ Every portion of the 
Divine Scriptures, as well of the Old as of the New Testa- 
ment, contains the Son of God; either promising to come 
to man, or declaring Him to have already come. . . . This 
flesh, therefore, of the Lamb without spot, that is, the 
inward part of His doctrine, ought not to be taken raw, 
without interpretation, nor sodden with water, that is with 
disconnected dissertation, which like water flows down- 
ward, perceiving nothing heavenly; but (he says) roast 
. with fire, that is, fused into one by the Holy Spirit.” 
Bellarmine seized upon some passages of Gaudentius in 
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this same treatise, On Exodus, declaring that to those 
passages his adversaries neither would nor could answer. 

To this Forbes responds that these passages are not to be 
pressed beyond the mind of Gaudentius, which is that God 
makes bread His body, and wine His blood, but not in the 
manner in which both bread and wine are made from the 
earth: “that He makes bread the figure of His body, and 
wine offered in figure of His passion, His blood, that through 
the image of His passion Christ sacrificed may restore us ; 
being believed, may quicken us; that the labours of the 
Passion of Christ being offered in the figure of His body and 
blood, we may have the exemplar of the Passion of Christ 
before our eyes; may have it in our hands, and take it 
with mouth and heart in remembrance of our Redemption.”’ 

With the other passages of Gaudentius taken advantage 
of by Bellarmine Forbes deals similarly, again quoting 
Gaudentius’ own words: ‘So when the Lord was speaking 
of eating His flesh, and drinking His blood to crowds 
astonished and murmuring, ‘ This is a hard saying ; who } 
can hear it?’ in order to cleanse with celestial fire those | 
thoughts which I said before were to be avoided, He added © 
this :—‘it is the Spirit that quickeneth: the flesh profiteth 
nothing. The words that I speak unto you, they are spirit, - 
and they are life.’ ” 

Having vindicated Gaudentius, Forbes proceeds with 
testimonies by other Fathers to their belief that the conse- 
crated Eucharist—that is, the Sacrament or outward and 
visible sign of it—is certainly true bread and wine. 

In XI. x. 28 he deals with the testimony of Chrysostom. 
He cites first Homily 82, on Matt. xxvi. 29: “I say unto 
you, I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine until 
that day when I drink it new with you in My Father’s 
Kingdom.” He says that in these words Our Lord pre- 
dicted His own resurrection. He asks: ‘‘ Why does the Lord 
_ drink after His resurrection ?’’ He answers: ‘‘ Not because 
of need: for His body no longer needed these things.”’ He 
asks: ‘“Whyisit new?” And answers that it is in an unusual 
manner. ‘‘Christ’s body being now incorruptible needs no 
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sustenance. Why, when risen, did He drink not water but 
wine ?”’ And answers to the whole: ‘“‘He drank to confirm His 
disciples’ conviction of His resurrection: and drank wine to 
extirpate the heresy of the Hydroparastatz, who substituted 
water for wine in the Sacrament of the Eucharist.” Forbes 
says that this shows that Chrysostom believed that it was 
_ true wine pressed from the grapes of the earthly vine which 
Our Lord and His disciples drank at the Last Supper. 
~ In XI. x. 31 Forbes says that the Quini-Sext Synod in 
favour of the mixture of the cup cites the 32nd Canon of the 
Third Council of Carthage, saying: ‘‘ And the Holy Fathers 
who came together at Carthage so made mention in clear 
words that in the Holy Things nothing more than the 
body and blood of the Lord was offered, as the Lord Him- 
self ordained, that is, bread, and wine mixed with water.”’ 
On this Forbes says: “ These also make for our proposition 
regarding the bread and wine, that certainly the Eucharistic 
« sacrifice is in substance bread and wine; although in a 
certain sacramental manner it is at the same time the body 
and blood of the Lord; but the moderate mixture of water 
is an indifferent thing, and so in itself is neither necessary 
nor unlawful.” 

He then cites in similar terms Julius [., Bishop of Rome, 
as forbidding, ‘“‘ according to the judgment of ancient 
Councils,” that anything but bread and wine should be 
offered ; notifying that anyone doing otherwise shall cease 
' from offering the sacrifice until being corrected by the 
legal satisfaction of penance he return to the duty of his 
order which he had lost. 

Ambrose (XI. x. 33) is cited next. But his testimony 
was dealt with at an earlier page, and need not be dealt with 
again, further than to mention that he insisted on ordinary 
bread, and so supported Forbes’s teaching. 

Augustine (XI. x. 34) also has been cited more than once 
before, and his testimony strongly supported Forbes. 

Cyril of Alexandria (XI. x. 35) bears similar testimony. 

Fulgentius (XI. x. 36) in his book De Fide to Peter the 
Deacon, chap. x1x., is cited thus by Forbes: “ To whom 
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[the Only-begotten, God the Word] now [?.e. in the time of 
the New Testament] with the Father and the Holy Spirit 
with whom He has one Godhead, the Holy Church Catholic 
throughout the whole world does not cease to offer the 
sacrifice of bread and wine in faith and love... . But in 
that sacrifice there is a thanksgiving and commemoration 
of the flesh of Christ which He offered for us.’’ “ In these 
words,” says Forbes, ‘‘ you have the Eucharistic sacrifice 
of bread and wine once offered by Christ for us, and com- 
memorative of that true propitiatory sacrifice of the flesh 
and blood of Christ once offered for us by Christ in His 
Passion. 

Gennadius is cited in his book on Eucharistic Dogmas, 
chap. lxxv., in similar testimony. 

Isidore, Bishop of Hispala (d. A.D. 636), is cited some- 
what more at length (Book I., On Ecclesiastical Offices, 
chap, xviii.) : “ For the bread which we break is the body of 
Christ, who says, ‘I am the living bread which came down 
from heaven,’ and the wine is His blood: and this is what 
was written, ‘I am the true vine.’ But bread, because it 

| strengthens the body, is called the body of Christ, and wine 
_ because it has effect on the blood in the flesh is therefore 
_ referred to the blood of Christ. These two are visible, but 
being sanctified by the Holy Spirit become a sacrament of 
the Divine body.” ‘‘ Which,” says Forbes, “‘so evidently 
‘confirms our proposition that no exegesis is needed.” 

In XI. x. 39 Forbes has along passage from Alcuin. On 
it he says: “ Truly, therefore, it is said by Alcuin that this 
mystery is the body and blood of the Lord, because the 
Lord Himself who cannot lie saysit. It is, I say, that body 
born of the Virgin, but in mystical, figurative, sacramental 


truth, not the truth of literal speech and substantial identity. » 


For truth of this kind is impossible concerning contradic- 
tories, such as bread and flesh, wine and blood. And that 
this is the genuine sense of the words of Alcuin is evident : 
for he says that bread and wine taken from the fruits of the 
earth are by the power of the benediction made the body 
and blood of the Lord. This, in propriety of speech, is 


ee, 
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absurd by confession of the Transubstantiarians them- 
selves, as we have shown above. He says that this body, 
this blood is not gathered in grapes but in sacraments 
[signs]; for by consecration it is made sacramental to us, 
not being so by nature.” Which words are said against 
the Manicheans; for they are taken from Augustine, 
Book XX., Against Faustus the Manichean, chap. xiii. 
“ But certainly,” says Forbes, “the proper (or literal) body 
of Christ was once born to us, not made by consecration. 
Not made, I say, in Himself, but in sacrament, that is, the 
bread is a Sacrament of the body of Christ, as He is daily 
sacrificed, not in Himself, but in Sacrament, which Sacra- 
ment receives the appellation of the body of Christ, and 
according to a certain manner is the body of Christ, as 
St Augustine teaches in Epistle 23. But Alcuin held that 
after consecration, that which was in the cup was still wine, 
and the bread still bread. As Theodoret said, ‘ He did not 
¥ change nature, but added grace to nature.’ ”’ 

In XI. x. 42 Forbes cites another witness in Rupert, 
Abbat of Duyts (A.D. IogI-1135). In Book IIL, On the 
Divine Offices, Rupert says: “‘ When the Priest distributes 
the sacrifice to the mouths of the faithful, the bread and 
wine is received and passes ; but the Son of the Virgin, with 
the Word of the Father united to Him, remains unchanged 
in heaven and in men, whole and unconsumed. But unto 
him in whom there is not faith, nothing of the sacrifice 
passes but the visible species of bread and wine. As the 
ass when he pricks up his irrational ears to a lyre hears 
indeed the sound, but perceives not the melody of the old 
song.”’ And a little after he says: ‘‘ That those who eat 
without faith consume indeed the visible bread of the 
sacrifice, which grew out of the earth, but the invisible 
bread which came down from heaven they repel from their 
hearts by not believing: and that Christ slays these, 
because they disjoin their life from Him who rose from the 
dead, and with their teeth rend the dead body of their 
sacrifice, and by so doing are guilty of the body and blood 
of the Lord.” As to the spiritual life, he subjoins these 
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words: ‘“‘ It beseemed, therefore, His wisdom to administer 
to us in the sacrifice spiritual life only : and it was profitable 
for our necessity, which is sanctification and _ blessing, 
mercy and truth, righteousness and peace. But this 
spiritual life is thus in the body of the sacrifice without the 
animal life; as the light of the sun without his heat is 
represented to us in the body of the moon.” 

In XI. x. 43 Forbes says: ‘Cardinal Baronius in the 
Epitome Spondaniana, under the year IIIg A.D. confesses 
that this Rupert was in his time a famous celebrity, and 


beloved of pious and learned men; but that he found one. 
error in him, that he asserted that the whole body and 


blood of Christ was truly in the Eucharist in such wise that 
the whole substance of the bread and wine also remained. 
But for this assertion concerning the bread and wine 
Rupert is rather to be praised. For the assertion is 
Catholic, and the ancient Orthodox Fathers asserted it 
before Rupert from the times of the Apostles: as is clear 
from their testimonies ; and before those Fathers it was the 
assertion of the Apostle Paul,—‘ As oft as ye eat this bread 
and drink this cup,’ etc. (I Cor. xi. 26-28): and before the 
Apostle Paul that thing was the assertion of Christ—‘I will 
not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine’ (Matt. xxvi, 
29). But the prior part of the assertion concerning the 
presence of Christ in the Eucharist which Baronius embraces 
as sane and orthodox is not to be received as Rupert’s in 


the Baronian sense : for Rupert never conceded the corporal ¢ 


_ presence of the literal (proprii) body and blood of Christ 


under or with the species of bread and wine, such as the 
Transubstantiarians, or such as the Ubiquetarians imagine. 
He says, indeed, that the truth of His flesh and blood is in 


the Sacrament availing to make us concorporalis with the ° 


only-begotten Son of God, in Book II., De Sapientia, chap. 
24, cited by LIllyricus in the Catalogue of Witness to the 
Truth, Book XIV. But that this is to be understood sacra- 
mentally, not literally (proprie) is clear from that which he 
says, that the animal life of Christ is not in the body of 
this sacrifice, but the spiritual only: and that, indeed, not 
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inherently but representatively, as the light of the sun 
without his heat is represented to us in the body of the 
moon. Book De Divinis Officits, chap. 91, and previously 
in the same book, chap. 2. ‘One and the same Word,’ 
he says, ‘one and the same God is above in the flesh, and 
here in the bread’; therefore again in chap. 90 of the 
' same book he says—‘ that to them in whom there is not 
faith, nothing of the sacrifice reaches but the visible species 
_ of bread and wine.’”’ 

Here Forbes makes the following comment :—“ The Son 
of the Virgin with the Word of the Father united in Him 
remains whole and unconsumed in heaven and in faithful 
men. Certainly in heaven He can be seen corporally and 
locally, but in faithful member: He dwells through faith. 
That expression, ‘the integrity of the body and blood of 
Christ ’ is also sophistically put forward by Baronius. For 
Rupert understands that Christ Himself is not divided, 
diminished, and consumed in the celebration of the 
Eucharist, as the bread and wine are consumed. But 
besides this immunity, Cardinal Baronius intends a different 
thing, namely, that it conveys Christ to communicants, 
however unworthy, even under one species, to be carnally 
swallowed as the sea-monster swallowed Jonah alive. And 
how alien that was to the mind of Rupert his own words 
cited above declare.” 

In X]1. x. 44 Forbes says: “ Observe also this distinction: 
—Christ who is now intact and glorified, is in the Sacrament 
symbolically and representatively : yet he is represented to 
us in the Sacrament not as intact and glorified, but as once 
broken in body, and with His blood shed, dying for us in 
_ His Passion. ‘ This,’ He says, ‘is My body which is broken 
for you’; ‘This is My blood which is shed for you.’ And 
_ this celebration He enjoined on us in remembrance of Him, 
that is, according to the interpretation of the Apostle Paul, 
with mention, or commemoration of His death. Therefore 
also the symbols of the body and blood are separated, as 
once in the Passion of Christ the blood was separated from 
the body by being shed. Hence the Eucharist itself is 
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called a sacrifice, although it is without blood, because it is | 
puvjpn dvtt Ovoias [a memorial in place of a sacrifice], it is | 
avapyynois Ovoias [a calling to remembrance of a sacrifice], | 
it is the Sacrament of Remembrance ; it is the sacrifice of © 
Christ, not in Himself, but in sacrament, as Eusebius, 
Chrysostom, and Augustine say, and as Rupert of Duyts 
calls it the daily obsequies of the Saviour (in Book II., De 
Divinis Officits, chap. 10.). This observation shows how 
ineptly the Transubstantiarians, under the pretence of 
concomitance, have thought that the cup can be withheld 
from the people. It exposes also the vanity of ‘ Ubiquity,’ 
and of all corporal manducation of the flesh of Christ. For 
in propriety of the thing not now, but once in His Passion, 
the blood of Christ, being shed, existed apart from His body 
from which it flowed, but such it is drunk by us in the 
Eucharist, by faith running back to the Passion. Not that | 
Christ may again be sacrificed in Himself, but that in the 
Sacrament a frequent symbolical representation may be 
made of that unique propitiatory oblation, and renewed 
commemoration and fruitful application to faithful com- 
municants. Thus against the accusation of Baronius we 
have defended that statement of Rupert concerning the 
substance of the bread and wine.” 

But naturally Baronius was not the only Transubstan- 
tiarian who disagreed with Rupert, and against whom 
Forbes was called upon to defend him; as appears in the 
very next section of this chapter. In XI. x. 45 Forbes 
tells the tale. “‘Somewhat roughly,” he says, ‘‘ Bellarmine 
plucks the beard of the same Rupert, now dead, and out of 
hatred of that assertion of his [concerning the bread and 
wine] levels against Rupert another, and indeed atrocious, 
accusation in Book III., De Eucharistia, chapters xi. and xv., 
and his book on Ecclesiastical Writers, where he sets himself 
to besmirch this man distinguished for holiness of life and 
skill in sacred learning ... and who was never in any 
Council referred to as unsound, by an odious aspersion of 
foul error and detestable heresy, namely, that Rupert held 
that the bread [in the Eucharist] was hypostatically assumed 
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by God the Word, not otherwise than the human nature 
was assumed, so that God [the Son] could be said not only 
to be incarnate, but also with equal propriety to be im- 
panate. Therefore he thinks that those books of Rupert 
on the Divine Offices ought to be proscribed. 

“ But certainly Bellarmine was hurried into this precipi- 
tate calumny by his unjust hatred of that assertion of 
Rupert’s concerning the substance of the bread and wine 
_ remaining after the consecration. For what did Rupert 
say that was akin to this error that he is accused of, that 
has not been said in the same or similar words by other 
orthodox men? Bellarmine himself in his third book, De 
Eucharistia, chap. xv., cites Cyprian, Remigius of Rheims, 
Theodoret, Gelasius, Haimo, Damascene, and yet from their 
words, not less rigid than those of Rupert, he (Bellarmine) 
says that this error cannot be deduced. Let Rupert have 
his right to have his words interpreted by impartial judges. 

“Bellarmine objects against him that he thought that 
the bread, when the Eucharist was being consecrated, was 
not turned into (or made) the body of Christ, but was 
assumed personally by God the Word, so that Christ now 
has two bodies together hypostatically united to his Deity,— 
namely, one of flesh, and one of bread. But this was not 
in the mind of Rupert. Rupert indeed says (De Divints 
Officiis, Book II., chap. 2) that similarly one God took 
flesh of the Virgin Mary at one time, and now takes a saving 
host [/ostza, consecrated bread] from the altar. And this 
similitude indeed many orthodox Fathers use, who yet 
demonstrate that they have a sound mind (belief). Let us 
hear therefore in what sense Rupert uses the similitude in 
the same chapter. 

‘““From the holy altar,’ he says, ‘ Christ takes the bread 
itself and the wine to be metaphorically (tvansferendo) His 
own body and blood, by the same power or grace by which 
he could take our flesh of the Virgin Mary, as he willed.’ 
He, therefore, did not take the bread hypostatically as He 
once took our flesh,; but only by the same virtue, power or 
grace, or constant love of mankind, sacramentally (mysticé), 
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turned the bread into His body, and the wine into His blood 
and so took them metaphorically (transferendo); but 
plainly not in the same manner or degree of taking as He 
once took flesh, which He did not turn into His Deity. Al- 
though on both sides this form be preserved that as God 
the Word took humanity, not by destroying it, but by 
uniting it hypostatically to His Deity, so in the Eucharist 
the same God took bread mystically for the Sacrament 
[sign] of His body, and wine for the Sacrament [sign] of His 
blood, not by destroying the bread and the wine, but by 
sanctifying them, and conjoining them mystically with 
His body and blood as sign with thing signified.” 

After occupying two more sections with similar defence 
of Rupert, Forbes criticises the action of Bellarmine in 
regard to him. He says (XI. x. 49): “It is not the mark of 
a prudent and ingenuous reader to extort from the emphatic 
and figurative sayings of any writer some absurd sense 
repugnant to the mind of the author; when the words 
admit of a fairer or saner interpretation. But those books 
on the Divine Offices which Bellarmine condemns to be 
stabbed with an obelisk Rupert dedicated to Cuno, then 


Bishop of Ratisbon, who with Frederick, Archbishop of 


Cologne, always set a high value on the works of Rupert, 
and both approved them as orthodox, as may be read in 
Rupert’s letter to Cuno which is prefixed to the work on 
the Divine Offices. Although we do not maintain that they 


eu, 
m 


a 


excel all that have come down to us from that period, yet | 


to us it is at present enough to have vindicated Rupert 
from the stain of that gross error with which Bellarmine 
unfairly charged him, both by reason and by the judgment 
of such men, to whom, more than to Bellarmine, in this 
argument regard is to be had, as being not only more 
ancient, but also more remote from unfair partisanship.” 
Walafridus Strabo (d. A.D, 849) in his book De Rebus 
Ecclestasticis, chap. Xvi., says: “Christ gave the Sacrament 
of His body and blood to His disciples in the substance 
of bread and wine, and taught them to celebrate them in 
commemoration of His most Holy Passion.” And in the 
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same place, “‘ Our Lord, the true Priest, designed to provide 
a fit kind of sacrifice in the Sacrament of His body and 
blood, that, namely, as Melchizedek, before the Circumcision 
and the ceremonies of the Law, living by faith is recorded 
’ to have offered bread and wine: so the Lord Himself, made 
a Priest according to the order, not of Aaron, but of Mel- 
chizedek, just and justifying him who is of faith, after the 
fulfilment of the Law gave the same species of sacrifices to 
believers in Him. Nor let us doubt that we are justified 
by faith, wthout the works of the Law: while we imitate 
in the liberty of faith and devotion those whom we know 
to have pleased God through faith, without the coercive 
bondage of the Law.” Observe that to Walafridus the 
same species are the same substances of bread and wine, 
although not thesameinnumber. The shameless ignorance 
or manifest shamelessness of adversaries, compels me to 
inculcate oftener on the reader this concerning the species ; 
but by reason of new senses which are unblushingly 
obtruded, under the ancient words by various sophists, 
the testimony of the ancients may be childishly suffered to 
be filched away. The same Walafridus, in the same book, 
chap. xvii., says: “ Therefore when the Son of God Him- 
self says, ‘ My flesh is meat indeed, and My blood is drink 
indeed,’ it is to be so understood that the same are the 
mysteries of Redemption, and are truly the body and blood 
of the Lord, as we ought to trust the pledges of perfect 
unity with Him which we shall possess first with our head, 
then by hope, afterwards in reality. Thence also they are 
called Sacraments from sanctification or secret virtue.” In 
these words you have recognition of the truth of that word 
of the Lord, ‘‘This is My body ; this is My blood,”’ with this 
interpretation: ‘‘ These are the pledges of that perfect 
unity which ye shall possess with Me, now in hope, after- 
wards in reality ; these are the sacraments of My body and 
blood.’”’ And note that Walafridus takes the interpretation 
from the nature of sacraments. The same author, in the 
same book, chap. xviii., says: “ In wine the mystery of the 
Lord’s blood is celebrated.” 
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One more testimony Forbes quotes from Florus Magister 
(A.D. 837-854), who flourished in the time of Charles the 
Bald. ‘All therefore that is done in this offering of the 
Lord’s body and blood is a mystery (=sacrament): one 
thing is seen, another is understood. What is seen has a 
corporal appearance: what is understood has spiritual 


fruit. . . . The wine was the Sacrament of our redemption 
when He says, ‘I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of 
the vine.’ . .. The Apostle says, ‘as oft as ye eat this 


bread and drink this cup, ye proclaim the Lord’s death till 
He come.’ The offering therefore of that bread and cup 
is the commemoration and proclamation of the death of » 
Christ: for the commemoration of the death of Christ is 
the commendation of His love, in that He so loved us that 
He died for us.” 

Forbes then (XI. x. 52 and 55) closes this chapter with a 
survey of results. ‘“‘ And now,” he says, “‘ thus abundantly 
and fully is confirmed the minor proposition of our second 
argument, namely, that the Sacrament [sign] of the 
- Eucharist after consecration is still true bread and true 
- wine no less than it was before the consecration. 

“Caught in these straits, the Transubstantiarians look 
round with trepidation, every man for himself, for diverti- 
cula, and attempt to slip away in the doublings of agitated 
inconstancy. But these are vain, along with their conceits 
and deceits: for every escape is easily closed against them. 
The Fathers call the Eucharist the figure, the symbol, the ° 
image, the Sacrament of the proper body and blood of 
the Lord. They [the Transubstantiarians] chirp about the 
mere accidents of the bread and wine, destitute, after 
consecration, of substance, as these are to be understood. 
We prove bread and wine even after consecration. Here, 
destitute of counsel, 


Scindituy incertum studia in contraria vulgus,— 
(Th’uncertain crowd splits after various aims),— 


some interpreting the bread and wine to be the very flesh 
of Christ, and His very blood; others reverting to the 


F 
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accidents. Join together our two arguments set forth 
above, and you take from them at once both ways of 
‘escape. For the bread and wine which are the figure, 
image, sacrament of the proper (literal) body and blood of 
Christ, are not the proper body itself of Christ, and His 
proper blood. And again that figure and image which is 
true bread and true wine—fruits, I say, of the earth such 
as Christ ate and drank at the ordinary table without 
mysteries (sacraments), yea, which is the substance of 
bread and wine ; and is not the proper body of Christ itself, 
nor a mere accident, nor a congeries of accidents. .. .” 
These two arguments from the Fathers against Transub- 
stantiation, thus brought forward, validly overthrow that 
monstrosity; yet he adds, “it will not be without ad- 
vantage to pulverise with additional arguments that which 
is now overthrown.” 

This object Forbes proceeds to carry out, in the first 
place by adding five more to the two formal arguments 
against Transubstantiation already given. 


Ii] 


Manifestly he recognised that the constitution of man’s 
nature as created by God had conditioned to a great degree 
the action of God’s love in accomplishing man’s salvation 
from his sin. In 1 Thess. v. 23 St Paul names three 
elements as making up man’s nature: “ And the God of 
Peace Himself sanctify you wholly ; and may your spirit 
and soul and body (rvetya, Yvy7j}, cOua) be preserved entire 
without blame at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 
Man’s creation is thus described in Genesis 11. 7: ‘ And 
the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and 
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man 
became a living soul.’ That account suggests that the 
body (coua), with the animal life (¥vx7)), forms one part, 
leaving for the other part the breath of God or Spirit 
(rvevua) which God breathed into him, differentiating him 
from other animal creatures, and forming with its results 
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the image of God in man—that image in which God created 
him. 

That is, man consists of a material, but live part, and a 
spiritual part. The Eucharist also has a material part— 
an outward and visible sign, and a spiritual part—which 
bears with it an inward and spiritual grace. There is thus 
a certain correspondence between the component parts of 
man and the component parts of the Eucharist. 

In the first of the five additional arguments Forbes sets 
out (in XI. xi. 1) to prove that the Sacrament (that is, the 
outward and visible sign) in the Eucharist is visible food, 
nourishing the body. He says: ‘“‘ Visible food which 
nourishes our bodies, and passes into the substance of the 
body, is not itself the proper (literal) body of Christ ; but 
the Sacrament (the outward part) of the Eucharist, after 
consecration is visible food which passes into the substance 
of our bodies : {therefore it is not the proper body of Christ. 
The body of Christ is not the corruptible food of the 
stomach : therefore it (the outward part) is not the proper 
body of Christ. . . . Visible food is perceived by us with 
bodily eyes, but the body of Christ is not perceived with 
bodily eyes, that is, as long as we are strangers here absent 
from the Lord... (XI. xi. 4). Augustine in Treatise 50, 
On the Gospel of St John, says: ‘ For a few days the Church 
_ had Him according to the presence of the flesh; now she 
_ beholds him by faith, not with the eyes.’ ”’ 

In XI. xi. ro Forbes has one of his many occasions to 
break a lance with Bellarmine, who says that ‘it is not new 
among the ancients that the Eucharist is said to nourish 
our bodies; but that the Fathers do not understand the 
nourishment as that of the substance of our mortal bodies, 
for,”’ he says, ‘‘so they would make the Eucharist the food 
of the stomach not of the soul, than which nothing more 
absurd can be conceived.’”’ “He says therefore’ (says 


* 


i, 


Forbes), ‘that they understand that by the Eucharist our / 


bodies are nourished unto immortality, that is, that from con- 
tact with the flesh of Christ they receive a certain impulse 


or disposition unto a glorious resurrection, and immortal 
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life. And for this he alleges the words of the Lord in 
John vi. 54: ‘He that eateth my flesh and drinketh My 
blood hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last 
day.’ ... But here,’ says Forbes, “‘ having previously 
admitted that bodily nutrition of our mortal flesh is under- 
stood, now suddenly he denies it. And after he has 
whipped himself, he also charges the Holy Fathers with the 
calumny that if they have understood that the mortal sub- 
stance of our body is nourished by the Eucharist, they make 
the Eucharist the food of the stomach.” 

But that accusation by Bellarmine is inept: the 
Eucharist [that is the visible sign] feeds the body corporally, 
therefore it is not the spiritual food of the soul. 

How much more rightly Augustine. In Treatise 26, On 
the Gospel of St John, he distinguishes in the Eucharist the 
visible corporal food from the invisible spiritual food : 
the sacrament from the virtue and the res sacramenti [1.e. 
the outward and visible sign from the inward part or thing 
signified, and the benefits received thereby]. He says the 
visible Sacrament is eaten outwardly, pressed with the 
teeth, and is bodily food: but that the ves sacraments 
(the inward part or thing signified) is spiritual food, which 
is eaten inwardly in the heart by faith: for to believe in 
Christ is to eat the living bread. And on account of the 
Spiritual virtue and sacramental similitude, the same 
Father says that sacraments [signs] receive the appellation 
of those things of which they are the sacraments [signs]. 

In Sermon 33, De Verbis Domint, the same Augustine 
says: “‘ Prepare not thy throat, but thy heart.” Forbes at 
this point says: “Shall we say that he contradicts the 
Lord’s command to eat and drink? God forbid! But he 
(Augustine) interprets the words of the Lord thus: namely, 
_ that that visible food is to be eaten bodily in such wise that 
at the same time you understand, hunger for, taste spiritu- 
- ally, what pertains to the spiritual virtue, and the thing 
signified by the Sacrament. ‘Otherwise’ (as the same 
Augustine says in Treatise 26, On the Gospel of St John), 
‘without doubt you neither eat spiritually the flesh of 
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Christ, nor drink His blood, although carnally and visibly 
you press with your teeth the Sacrament of the body and 
blood of Christ ; but rather eat and drink unto judgment 
upon yourself the sacrament [sign] of so great a thing ; 
because you have presumed to draw near unclean to the 
Sacrament of Christ, which no one takes worthily but he 
who is clean.’ . . . ‘But then,’ says the same Father in 
Sermon 2, De Verbis Apostoli, ‘to everyone the body and 
blood of Christ will be life, if what is taken visibly in the 
Sacrament is in truth itself spiritually eaten, spiritually 
drunk. For indeed as was said concerning the Rock, so 
also the Eucharist is Christ, true Christ in word and in flesh. 
Visibly and corporally the Sacrament is taken and nourishes, 
and its truth—Christ—is taken and nourishes nowise 
but spiritually. And in consideration of this verity, the 
Sacrament serving for it is called the food, not of the 
stomach, but of the soul; as, concerning saving Baptism 
the Apostle Peter says that it is not the putting away of the 
filth of the flesh, but the interrogation of a good conscience 
toward God’ (x Pet. ili. 21). ‘We touch Christ, not by 
bodily touch, but by faith,’ says St Ambrose in his com- 
mentary, On Sit Luke, chap. 24. And again in Sermon 56, 
“Stephen situated on earth touches Christ in heaven.’ ”’ 


IV 


Christ is not bodily or corporally present in the Sacrament 
of the Eucharist. 

It has to be remembered always that in John Forbes’s 
Instructiones, as in its definition in the (Anglican) Church 
Catechism, the word Sacrament means the outward and 
visible sign of an inward and spiritual part signified by it. 
In his third argument evidence was given for his statement 
that the Sacrament—that is, the outward and visible sign 
in the Eucharist—is visible food nourishing the human + 
body ; and that therefore it is not the proper (literal) body 
of Christ.' That is to say, that the body of Christ is not 
the corruptible food of the stomach. 
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In this fourth argument he produces evidence that Christ 
is not corporally—that is, bodily—present in the visible 
sign or Sacrament of the Eucharist. And, as he said at the 
close of the second argument, the evidence produced in this 
one will be found to be not without advantage. 

It is clear at the outset that if Christ is not corporally 
present in the Sacrament of the Eucharist, Transubstantia- 
tion vanishes. It is for this reason that Lombard and 
his disciples contend so strenuously for what they call the 
veal presence of Christ in the Eucharist, as if no presence 
were real that is not material and substantial. And Forbes 
says that they are ‘‘so shameless in their error that they do 
not blush to blazon it as an article of the Faith, and the 
constant doctrine of the Catholic Church,” and not only so, 
but that the opposite truth they odiously traduce, and 
despise as “‘a recent heresy excogitated about A.D. 1030 by 
Berengarius, Archdeacon of Anjou.” 

So he proceeds (XI. xii. 2) to bring forward authorities to 
prove that Christ is not corporally present in the Eucharist, 
or the body of Christ is not present there in itself. 

He quotes Thomas (Aquinas) as saying “‘that the true 
body of Christ and His blood are in this sacrament to be 
apprehended neither by sense, nor by understanding, but 
by faith alone which rests on Divine authority.”’ Against 
this Forbes argues that “‘ what is to be believed on the 
authority of the Divine Word is intimated to us by some 
word of God: but that corporal presence has been intimated 
to us by no word of God; therefore it is not to be 
believed.” 

In XI. vi. r Forbes deals with the term veal used by 
Lombard to distinguish his doctrine of Christ’s presence in 
the Eucharist. He refers to the very beginning of his 
Instructiones on the Eucharist. The very first point which 
he discusses is the distinction between sacramental and 
spiritual eating (manducatio). 

He says (XI. i. 1): ‘‘ The distinction between sacramental 
and spiritual eating is trite, and universally accepted. But 
Transubstantiationists interpret it in one way: the ancient 


TRUE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE 87 


Fathers and our Doctors in another. The Transubstantia- 
tionists say that the body of Christ wself and the blood are, 
invisibly indeed, yet truly and really, properly and in actual 
fact taken with the bodily mouth, and transmitted into the 
stomach by all communicants both worthy and unworthy ; and 
they call this sacramental manducation (eating); which, 
nevertheless, without spiritual eating conjoined, they 
declare to be useless and noxious. But they assign 
spiritual manducation to the good only; and they hold 
that eating to be always salutary, whether it be alone, or 
conjoined with sacramental manducation. 

“Spiritual manducation, according to them, is that by 
which we are united to Christ in faith and love; receive 
Christ with the mouth of the heart; which thing can be 
done either by itself, or along with sacramental eating. Thus 
Lombard and his interpreters teach in the fourth book of 
Sentences, dist. 9. ‘Spiritual reception, says Hugo a 


S. Victore in his Speculum Ecclesie, chap. 7, ‘is, when there ° 


is no contempt of religion, sufficient without sacramental 
manducation. ’ 

“But Augustine understood sacramental eating in a 
widely different sense. He contrasts sacramental with true 
and real manducation ; visible with invisible: but spiritual 
manducation alone he terms invisible, true, real; while 
those who do not eat spiritually, but only sacramenially, eat 
only the visible Sacrament,—the outward part, but do not 
truly and really eat the flesh of Christ, like those who ate 
the manna in the wilderness, and are dead. ‘Nor ought 
_ these therefore,’ says Augustine, ‘to be said to eat the body 
of Christ, since neither ought they to be counted among 
the members of Christ. . . . Christ Himself, when he said, 
“He that eateth My flesh and drinketh My blood abideth 
in Me, and I in him,” shows what it is to eat the body 
of Christ and drink His blood,—not to the extent of the 
Sacrament, or outward part only, but in reality’ (De Civitate 
Det, Book II., chap. xxv.). And in his 26th Treatise, On 
the Gospel of Si John, the same Augustine says: ‘ Many 
ate manna there, who pleased the Lord, and did not die. 
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Why? Because they understood the visible food spiritu- 
ally, hungered spiritually, partook spiritually, that they 
might be spiritually filled. For we also to-day receive the 
Spiritual bread; but the sacrament [sign] is one thing ; 
_ the virtue of the Sacrament another.’ Also in Treatise 27, 
on the same Gospel, ‘The token that a person ate and 
drank is, Did he abide? and Is he abided in? Does he dwell 
in Christ? and Is he dwelt in by Chnst? ... Let this, 
therefore, most beloved, be all that is of value as to this, 
that we eat the body of Christ not merely in sacrament 
[sign] which many evil men also do, but eat and drink to 
the partaking of the Spirit.’ And again, in the second 
sermon on the words of the Apostle, ‘Then will the body 
and blood of Christ be life to each one, if what is received 
visibly in the Sacrament is also spiritually eaten, spiritually 
drunk in verity itself.’ So also Rupert of Duyts in his 
second book on Lhe Divine Offices, chap. 9: “But into 
him in whom faith is not there goes nothing but the visible 
species of bread and wine,—nothing of the sacrifice.’ ” 

In XI. xii. 3 Forbes deals with the attempt of Scotus to 
make good the propriety of the word veal in the Transub- 
stantiationist sense. “‘ They throw at us the words of the 
Lord, ‘ This is My body,’ and both from the passage itself 
and from support sought from a comparison of the Old and 
New Testaments, seek to prove that the passage should be 
understood literally, not figuratively. Scotus puts forward 
his first proof on 4 Sent., dist. Io, qu. r, num. 3. ‘If,’ he 
says, ‘ the heretics wish to expound these words by saying 
that they are spoken figuratively, as when Christ says “I am ~ 
the true vine’”’ (John xv.), and the expression (I Cor. x. 4), 
“ That Rock was Christ,’”’—that is altogether contrary to the 
intention of the Saviour, which is clear from Augustine, 
question 69 of his 83 questions: ‘‘ The context,” says 
Augustine, “is wont to throw light on the sense of the 
Scripture.”” Universally,’ proceeds Scotus, ‘the sense 
of the words of Christ, that is whether He is speaking 
figuratively or not, is to be gathered from the preceding 
and following passages of Scripture. Whence, when Christ 
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says, I am the true Vine, He adds, And ye are the branches. 
But it is evident that the disciples were not natural branches, 
but only figurative. But when He said (Luke xxii.), This is 
My body, He adds, Which shall be* given for you. When 
He said, This 1s My blood, He adds, Which shall be* shed for 
you. This also is manifestly clear from another passage of 
Scripture, namely, John vi., where there is a long sermon 
on that Sacrament. The same argument is repeated by 
Durandus and John Major.’ ” 

Forbes answers: “ Both from that very series of con- 
texts, and from other passages of Scripture, and also from 
the testimonies of the Fathers [especially Augustine] we 
have demonstrated that this phrase is to be understood 
figuratively. Nor do those words of the Lord ‘ which is 
given for (vrep) you’ help our adversaries. For we profess 
of our own accord that that body is understood which, born 
of the Virgin Mary, was crucified for (vrep) us. But that 
This is My body, we say is predicated of the consecrated » 
bread not properly (literally), but figuratively. For in- 
deed, according to a certain manner the Sacrament of the 
body of Christ is the body of Christ ; as Augustine says in 
Epistle 23, not, certainly, in substance, but in signification, 
as the same Augustine teaches elsewhere in Questions on 
Leviticus, Book III., chap. 57.” 

He cites also from Tertullian (Book IV., Against Marcion) 
the following :—‘‘ The bread taken and distributed to the 
_ disciples, that He makes His body, saying This is My body, 
| that is, the figure of My body. But figure it would not have 


| been unless the body were of verity: An empty thing, 
_ which is a phantasm, could not have a figure.” Also from 


_ Theodoret (Second Dialogue): ‘‘But although both these 
expressions (I am the true vine, This is My body) are 
figurative, they are not both of the same nature ; for Christ 
is likened to the vine, but is not Himself a Sacrament of any 
tree; but the consecrated bread is a figure, sacrament, 
symbol of the body of Christ.” 

“Another proof,’’ says Forbes (XI. xii. 5), ‘‘ which they 


f * The future tense is the reading of the old Latin Vulgate. 
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adduce to demonstrate that those words [this is My body] 
are to be understood literally is taken from a comparison 
of the Old with the New Testament. ‘This argument,’ 
says Thomas, ‘ belongs to the perfection of the New Law. 
For the sacrifices of the Old Law contained that true Sacrifice 
of the Passion of Christ only in figure ; according to that of 
Heb. x. 1.: ‘‘ The Law, having a shadow of good things to 
come, but not the very image of the things,’ and so, in 
order that the sacrifice of the New Law instituted by Christ 
might have something more, it was needful naturally that 
it should contain Christ Himself crucified, not only in signi- 
fication and figure, but also in the truth of the thing (vez).’ 
Part 3, qu. 75, art. I, in the body of the article. 

“We will vindicate,’ answers Forbes, “ first, the words 
of the sacred text to the Hebrews, to which Thomas attaches 
a sense foreign to them: and then will answer the argument 
drawn from the greater perfection of the New Law over the 
Old. The Apostle to the Hebrews, in the place cited, 
attributes to the Old Law a shadow, and to the Gospel of the 
New Law an image, of the same good things which were 
promised in the Law, and at length given in the time of the 
Gospel. The good things are, according to Chrysostom, 
) Ovoia and 1) dpeois, the sacrifice and the forgiveness. 
That is, the offering of the Incarnate Christ for us in His 
Passion, being now finished, is not to be repeated ; for once 
for all it suffices for ever for the reconciliation and perfect 
sanctification, and eternal salvation of believers, and re- 
demption itself and eternal happiness are acquired for us 
by the death of Christ. 

‘“So Theodoret and Gicumenius interpret the things of 
the future life. The shadow of these good things in the Law 
was the typical prefiguration or rough outline—a metaphor 
taken from painters. The image of the same in the New 
Testament is the very delivery or manifestation, or fulfil- 
ment of the promise, and the illumination of the lineaments 
(more obscurely outlined in the Law), by the filling in of 
the colours. Ambrose, and Chrysostom, and Theodoret, 
and Ccumenius in this place regard the Apostle as using 
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this similitude derived from painters. But Ambrose and 
Chrysostom call the image the truth, that is, the express | 
exhibition and lustrous manifestation of the truth as is 
clear from the similitude of a painting which they unfold. 
In the same sense Theodoret interprets the image as the 
Gospel dispensation, and the shadow, the Old Testament. 
So Chrysostom (in his commentary on I Cor. x. 2) calls 
Baptism the Evangelic truth, as compared with the shadow 
of the Law. But in the passage to the Hebrews cited he 
did not institute a comparison of the signs of the Old and 
New Testaments, except ex consequentia: so far as they 
signify and represent the things signified, as also the 
doctrine of the Gospel itself does. Nor does he ‘ work in’ 
a sermon on Sacraments, but on Sacrifices. And that 
unique bloody sacrifice of our Lord, and His one oblation 
offered once for all (pevacta) in His Passion, he ranks before 
all the sacrifices and oft-repeated oblations of the Law, as 
the reality ranks before the shadows. ‘The Old Testament,’ 
says Augustine, ‘ hid in earthly promises the secret of the 
kingdom of heaven, to be revealed in the opportune time, 
and in a manner made the shade deeper. But when the 
fulness of time was come, that the New Testament should 
be revealed, what was veiled in the figures of the Old Testa- 
ment was unveiled in the New with evident attestation ’ 
(Contra Faustum, Book XXII., chap. 76). ‘Also in the 
Old the grace of the New was veiled: in the New the 


obscurity of the Old was unveiled’ (Zb., chap. 77). ‘Also 


the first sacraments observed and celebrated under the Law 
_ were pre-announcements of Christ to come’ (Contra Faustum, 
Book XIX., chap. 13). ‘Those were promises éo be fulfilled ; 
these, tokens that they had been fulfilled’ (7b., chap. 14). 
‘Also before the coming of Christ the flesh and blood of the 
Sacrifice were promised through the victims of its types ; in 
the Passion of Christ it was vouchsafed in verity itself ; 
since the Ascension of Christ it is celebrated in the Sacra- 
ment of Remembrance’ (Augustine contra Faustum, Book 
XX., chap. 2). From these it is evident that that passage 
to the Hebrews makes nothing for the corporal presence of 
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Christ in the Eucharist. For it is not the Eucharist that is 
treated of there, but the bloody offering of Christ Himself 
once made. And of this the Eucharist, albeit the com- 
memoration, yet is not the iteration. 

‘Now,’ says Forbes (XI. xii. 7), “as to the argument, — 
It is indeed rightful that the Sacrifice of Christ should have 
more than the Aaronic sacrifices, all of which the unique 
Sacrifice of Christ excels: as the Apostle to the Hebrews 
teaches at length; yet it does not follow from this that 
Christ is corporally present in the Sacrament of the New 
Law. And although both the doctrine and sacraments of 
the Gospel declare more clearly and richly the grace formerly 
. more obscurely shadowed forth, yet that is not brought 
about by Christ’s being corporally present in them. 
Augustine calls the sacraments of the New Law greater in 
power, and of higher use (Book XIX., Contra Faustum, 
chap. 13); most lofty in significance (Epistle 118, 
chap. I); most august in meaning (Book III., De Doctrina 
Christiana, chap. 9). But in the same place he teaches 
that this is true, not only of the Eucharist, but also of 
Baptism. ‘As is,’ he says, “the Sacrament of Baptism : 
so also is the celebration of the body and blood of the Lord. 
_ Yet Christ is not corporally present in Baptism.’ ”’ 

XI. ii. 8: “ Those words of the Apostle; ‘and that rock 
was Christ,’ Bellarmine so interprets as to deny that the 
material rock in the desert was a sacrament of Christ : and 
denies also that St Paul in that place (xr Cor. x. 4) is speaking 
of it, but of another invisible rock, which was Christ as God,— 
that the sense is, ‘They drank of a spiritual rock that 
followed them,’ that is, they drank of Christ as God 
(Bellarmine, Book I., De Eucharistia, § Jam quod attinet),” 

XI. xii. g: ‘“‘But what says Augustine? ‘Those sacra- 
ments,’ he says, ‘are diverse in signs, but alike in the 
thing signified.’ Hear the Apostle: ‘For I would not, 
brethren, have you ignorant that our Fathers were all 
under the cloud, and all passed through the sea; and did 
all eat the same spiritual meat ’—spiritual, indeed the 
same; but corporal, another thing, because they ate the 
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manna, we, another thing: but the spiritual, what we eat.’ 
. . . And he adds: ‘and they all drank the same spiritual 
drink; they one thing, we another; yet signifying the 
same in spiritual virtue. For how the same drink? They 
drank of the spiritual rock that followed them; and the rock 
was Christ. From Him the bread, from Him the drink. 
The Rock, Christ in sign ; true Christ in word and in flesh’ « 
(Treatise 26, On the Gospel of St John). The same [Augustine] 
in another place : ‘ They are out’of their wits who think that 
signs and sacraments being changed, the things [signified] 
(ves) also are changed, which prophetic rite promised 
before, and which Gospel rite announces as fulfilled. . .. 
By one set of sacramental signs the Resurrection of Christ 
was promised ; by another it is announced as accomplished ’ * 
(Contra Faustum, Book XIX., chap. 16). Thus far 
Augustine. From these it is clearly evident that the Rock, 
according to the mind of Augustine, and the water flowing 
from that material rock were a Sacrament of Christ signify- 
ing to the understanding the same thing as the Sacrifice of 
the Eucharist, although another thing in visible species, 
and that those believing Fathers drank the same ves sacra- 
menti, the inward thing signified, as we, that is, the true 
flesh and blood of Christ.”’ 

Forbes then quotes Chrysostom to the same effect re- 
garding the manna and the rock. “ And in his mind,” says 
_ Forbes, “ the manna, and that water, [water from the rock], 


. were visible signs of invisible grace, nourishing not only the 


_ body carnally, but also the soul spiritually: through the 
_ grace of Christ instituting and working wonderfully all 
these things. But the Apostle, according to Chrysostom, 
speaks of both Rocks, both the material one from which 
the water flowed, and Christ, by whose power that was 
effected. Of whom that stony rock was a type, as the 
manna was of the body of Christ, and the water of His 
blood.”’ 

XI. xii. rr: “ But,” says Forbes, ‘that that saying 
of the Apostle is sacramental, and that the rock signifying 
receives the name of the thing signified, is from the text 
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itself made manifest in detail; for with most of those who 
drank of that spiritual rock, he says that God was not well 
pleased, and so they fell in the wilderness, namely, those 
who took the Sacrament, but were not made partakers of 
the ves sacramentt,—the thing signified. They drank the 
water flowing from that rock of stone, which rock was, as 
Augustine interprets, Christ in sign; and they did not 
drink the water of life, flowing from Christ, the Rock of our 
Salvation. For if they had drunk of this they would have 
been accepted of God and remained in Christ.” 

XI. xii. 13: ‘“‘ The Transubstantiarians abuse also those 
words of the Lord in the last chapter of St Matthew,—‘ Lo, 
I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world,’ 
which they say are to be interpreted and understood of 
the corporal presence of Christ in the Sacrament of the 
Eucharist (Bonaventura on 4 Sent., dist. 10, part I, qu. I). 
But with far greater felicity Augustine, Treatise 50, On 
the Gospel of St John: ‘ According to His Majesty (Deity), 
according to His providence, according to His ineffable and 
invisible grace, is fulfilled what was said by Him,—“ Lo, I 
am with you alway, even unto the end of the world.”’ But 
according to the flesh which the Word assumed, according 
to that which was born of the Virgin, according to that 
which was apprehended by the Jews, which was nailed to 
the Cross, which was taken down from the Cross, which was 
wrapped in linen cloths, which was laid in the sepulchre, 
which was manifested in His resurrection, “‘ Me ye have not 
» always.”’ Wherefore? Because after He companied with 
His disciples in bodily presence for forty days, and while 
they accompanied Him, beholding, but not following, He 
ascended into heaven, and is not herve, for there He sitteth, 
at the right hand of the Father; and He zs here; for the 
presence of His Majesty (His Godhead and grace) did not 
depart. ’”’ 

So wrote Augustine. ‘‘ And thus stands firm the first 
confirmation of the antecedents,’ says Forbes, “of our 
fourth argument, which was set forth in the beginning of 
this chapter: namely, If you take away the. corporal 
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presence of Christ from the earth, Transubstantiation 
vanishes.” 

(XI. xii. 14.) Forbes, probably remembering that in 
endeavouring to correct the Jews’ literal interpretation of 
His proclamation of Himself as the Bread of Life, He spoke 


of His ascension, and of the words that He spake being spirit ° 


and life, has the following in the section immediately after 
the above :— 

He says, ‘‘ Augustine on Psalm xciii. quoting these words 
of the Lord, ‘it is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh 
profiteth nothing; the words that I speak unto you are 
spirit and are life,’ thus interprets them :—‘ Understand 
spiritually what I have spoken: not this body which ye 
see shall ye eat, nor drink the blood which they who shall 
crucify me shall shed. I appoint unto you a sacrament. 
Spiritually understood it shall give you life.’” Here 
Forbes says: “‘ This and some other testimonies of Augustine 
against themselves Lombard and his interpreters quote on 
4 Sent., dist. 10, and Thomas also in the Summa, Part III., 
qu. 75, art. 1, and Henricus, quodlibet 9, qu. 9, and from 
this clearness labour to hide themselves under cover of a 
certain useless distinction unknown to Augustine. They 
say that in these testimonies the corporal presence of Christ 
in the Eucharist, and the taking of it with the bodily mouth 
are not denied, but that it is only taught that the flesh of 
Christ will not be there visibly in human form, but invisibly 
_ under the forms of bread and wine: and that the body of 
Christ is not to be mangled and torn in pieces by the teeth 
of those who eat it, as those Jews thought who went back ; 
but that it is to be taken whole. 

“ Against this inane subtlety,’ continues Forbes (XI. xii. 
15), “I urge thus: Augustine simply excludes from the 
Eucharist which is celebrated in the Church, the corporal, 


or bodily, presence of Christ without any qualification. “ 


Therefore the distinction is useless.” Also: ‘‘ Augustine 
excludes from thence all corporal presence of Christ : 
therefore the distinction is false. Augustine on Psalm xcviii. 
says, ‘It seemed hard to them that He said, “ unless a man 
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eat My flesh and drink My blood he shall not have eternal 
life.’ They took that foolishly; they thought of it carn- 
ally ; and thought that the Lord would cut off bits of His 
body and give to them. . . .’ But he instructed them, and 
says to them, ‘It is the Spirit that quickeneth, etc. Under- 
stand spiritually what I have said, etc.’ From this the 
Transubstantiarians took occasion to interject that dis- 
tinction of theirs, which can nowhere apply in [the works 
of] Augustine. Hear him in Treatise 27, On the Gospel of 
St John :— They,’ he says, ‘thought He was going to 
destroy His body; but He said that He was going to 
ascend into heaven, certainly whole. When ye shall see 
the Son of Man ascending to where He was before;  cer- 
tainly ye shall then see; because He will not destroy His 
body, as ye think; or certainly ye will now understand 
that His grace is not consumed in mouthfuls.’ Augustine,” 
says Forbes, ‘‘ does not reserve an invisible corporal presence 
on earth, nor contrast a corporal deglutition of the whole 
body with that eating which those unbelieving ones im- 
agined ; but He argues from the Ascension into heaven, 
that He may take away all expectation of corporal presence 
and eating. They will not recognise another human 
manducation of so large a body, besides what those Jews 
thought of. ‘And so,’ he says, ‘a Sacrament is commended 
to us, to be eaten indeed carnally, but to be understood not 
carnally but spiritually.’ What it is to understand the 
~ Sacrament spiritually the same Father declares in another 
place: namely, ‘not to take a figurative expression as 
spoken literally, nor the signs for the things that are signified 
by them’ (Book III., De Doctrina Christiana, chapters 6 
and 10,”’ 

In the same sense Augustine says that ‘‘ the Sacrament 
which is visibly celebrated is to be understood invisibly ” 
(on Psalm xcviii.). For with him in the argument these two 
adverbs, spiritually, invisibly, have the same sense, as on 
the other hand also these two, carnally and visibly. And he 
_ nowhere opposes the presence of the flesh to any presence 


‘* but that of the Majesty—that is, of the Deity and Grace. 
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“ According,’’ he says, ‘‘to the presence of His Majesty, we 
always have Christ ; according to the presence of the flesh, , 
it was rightly said to the disciples, ‘ Me ye have not always.’ » 
For the Church had Him according to the presence of the 
flesh for a few days. Now we hold Him by faith—not 
behold Him with the eyes.”—On the Gospel of St John, 
Treatise 50. He does not say that we had Him in body 
invisibly, but he says that we hold Him by faith, without « 
the presence of the flesh. The reason he had assigned 
above in the same place: “‘Since,’’ he says, ‘‘ He companied 
with the disciples according to the flesh for forty days, and 
while they accompanied Him, seeing, not following, He 
ascended into heaven, and is vot here, for He sitteth at the 
right hand of the Father; and he 7s here, for the presence - 
of His Majesty did not depart.’’ Observe, Augustine 
simply takes away the presence of the flesh of Christ from | 
the earth, leaving only the presence of His Majesty. 

The same Augustine, in Treatise 1, On 1 John, says: 
“Consoling us, who cannot handle Him sitting in heaven, 
but touch Him by faith, He said to Thomas, ‘ Because thou 
hast seen Me, thou hast believed: blessed are they who 
have not seen, and yet have believed.’ Here we are de- 
scribed.”” And in Treatise 2, on the same Epistle: ‘‘ Now 
Christ has ascended into heaven, not to come again, except 
in the end, to judge the quick and the dead.”’ 

“Tf you ask the reason,” says Forbes (XI. xii. 16), “why 
Christ is not now seen, neither touched by us with the 
bodily sense, the Transubstantiarians answer, ‘ Because, 
although the presence of His flesh is here on the earth, yet 
it is not visibly and palpably present.’ Having no know- 
ledge of this fiction, Augustine gives a far other reason; 
namely, Because, according to the presence of the flesh, He 
is not here; he sitteth in heaven, and is not to return from 
thence, except at the end, albeit the presence of His Majesty 
is not withdrawn.’ ”’ 

The same Augustine also, in Treatise 50, On St John’s 
Gospel, says: ‘We will indicate to the Jews where Christ 
now is. .. . He rose from the dead; was recognised by _ 
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His disciples ; before their eyes He ascended into Heaven : 
there He sitteth at the right hand of the Father; He who 
was judged is to come as judge. Let them hear and hold 
fast. They answer, ‘Whom shall I hold fast? An absent 
one? How can I stretch my hand into heaven that I may 
hold Him sitting there?’ Send thy faith and thou hast 
_ grasped Him. Thy forefathers held Him by the flesh, hold 
thou Him with thy heart : since Christ absent is also present : 
if He were not present, He could not be held fast by our- 
selves ; but seeing that that is true which He says, ‘ Lo I 
am with you alway, even unto the end of the world’: and 
He departed, and He is here, and He returned and hath 
not left us: for He carried His body into heaven, but re- 
_ moved not His Majesty (Godhead) from the world.” Thus 
Augustine. And in the same sense Eligius, Bishop of 
Noviom, writes in his fourth homily. 

“Thus,” continues Forbes (XI. xii. 18), ‘‘ Augustine 
inculcates the bodily absence of Christ from the earth: 
nor does he acknowledge any other presence here but that 
of His Godhead; admitting the bodily presence nowhere 
but in heaven till the end of the world. Therefore neither 
in the conversion of Saul does he acknowledge that Christ 
came out of heaven: ‘He spake,’ he says, ‘ where his 
members might be. For when about to ascend, He spake 
His last words. After that He spake no words on earth. 
The Head about to ascend He committed to heaven, the 
members to earth, and departed. Now you do not find 
Christ speak on earth. You find Him speak, but in heaven, 
and from heaven itself. Why? Because His members 
were being trodden down upon earth. To Saul the perse- 
cutor He said from above, ‘Saul! Saul! why persecutest 
thou Me?” ‘‘T ascended into heaven, yet still I abide upon 
earth. Here I sit at the right hand of the Father; there 
{on earth] I still hunger and thirst, and am a stranger ”’ ’ 
(Treatise 10, On the Epistles of St John, near the end).” 

Then (XI. xii. 19) Forbes submits ‘the third confirmation 
of his fourth argument against Transubstantiation”’: “‘ The 
J body of Christ is not substantially or bodily in a plurality 
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of pieces at the same time; therefore, being in Heaven, it 
is not substantially or bodily present in the Eucharist. 
The consequence is evident, nor do the Transubstantiarians 
themselves deny it. But in the antecedent we exclude 
every mode of bodily presence in a plurality of places at the 
some time, to take from adversaries that defence which they 
place in their fabricated distinction conceding that it 7s not 
in a plurality of places at the same time ‘locally and cir- 
cumscriptively,’ yet 7s, substantially and bodily (corporally). 
Which vanity of theirs we have refuted clearly and at 
length in Chap. vi. . . . Let there be added that argument 
of Augustine mentioned above :—‘ Christ according to the 
flesh is in heaven: therefore He is not here according to 
the flesh: therefore He is now bodily absent from us: there- 
fore He is not now present with us on earth, except by the | 
presence of his Majesty and Grace [that is His Godhead].’ 
“In the same manner (XI. xil. 21) Ambrose argues in 
Sermon 56, De Tempore: ‘Whosoever desires to touch the 
Lord the Saviour, ought first in his faith to set Him at the 
right hand of God, and in the belief of his heart to place 
Him in the heavens, . . . Therefore neither on the earth 
nor 7m the earth, nor according to the flesh ought we to seek 
the Saviour, if we desire to find Him and touch Him, but 
according to the glory of the Divine Majesty, that we may 
say with the Apostle Paul, ‘‘ But now know we Christ after 
the flesh no more.’’ Therefore also the blessed Stephen in 
his faith sought not Christ on the earth, but recognised 
Him standing at the right hand of God. Where in devotion , 
of mind he sought Him, there he found Him.’ So also 
Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444 A.D.) in Book 10, On St John, 
chap. 38:—' No one doubts that when He ascended 
into the heavens, although in power He was always present, 
yet in the presence of the flesh He himself was absent.’ 
And in Book 11, chap. 3—‘ Ascending into heaven, He 
sent down the Spirit, for He could not have intercourse in 
the flesh with the Apostles when He ascended to the Father. 
. . . Although He is absent in the body, appearing for us in 
the presence of the Father, and sitting at His right hand, 
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yet He dwells in the saints by the Spirit ; nor (as He said) 
does he suffer them to be comfortless [orphans].’ 

‘And in the same Book 11, chap. 21, ‘The disciples 
thought that the absence of Christ, I mean as man (for as 
God He is everywhere present), would be the cause of many 
troubles to them: when He was not at hand who could 
rescue them from all ills. But it behoved them (for I will 
say so though they were afterwards made the light of the 
world) not only to have regard to the flesh of Christ, 
but also to His Deity: which, though not seen with the 
eyes, is nevertheless always present with supreme power. 
Nor is there any thing that can hinder Him from filling 
all things, and doing whatsoever He will; for the Divine 
nature cannot be limited by place and dimensions. 
Wherefore, since Christ is truly God and man, it behoved 
them to understand that He would ever be with them 
in the ineffable power of His Godhead, even if in the 
flesh He were absent. For on that account also He 
said before, ‘“‘ Holy Father, keep in Thy Name those whom 
Thou hast given Me.” Openly signifying that they should 
be kept by reason of His Deity, not by the presence of His 
flesh. . . . Dispelling therefore the fear of desolation, He 
repeated the same thing in the same words oftener, showing 
that there would be safety for them, not in the bodily 
. presence of His flesh, but in the power of His Godhead.’ 

“And in Chapter 22 :—‘ Showing Himself, therefore, to 
be truly God and man, He left it to be understood thence 
by the disciples that He would bring them no less safety 
absent than present, and for this reason, that he would save 
them when absent for the same reason as when present as 
man: for God is not limited in place, nor is He absent from 
anything anywhere. But filling all things, and penetrating 
all things, He is within and without everything. .. . 
From all which, also that more subtle thing emerges, that 
even when as man He was present, not for that reason, 
but by virtue of His Deity and Glory he was saving them. 

«<«“ Therefore,’ He says, “no evil can happen to you if 
I should be absent in the flesh, since the power of my 
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Godhead which has preserved you thus far will preserve you 
in the future also.” These things we say, not because we do 
not esteem highly the body of the Lord; but because we 
_ think that those wonderful effects are to be attributed to 
_ the glory of His Divinity. For the body of the Lord itself 
is sanctified by the virtue of the conjoined Word, and made 
so active for sacramental blessing that it can communicate 
its sanctification to us. Whence the Saviour Himself, 
when He spake many things to the Jews about His flesh, 
and called it truly life-giving bread, said, “‘ For the bread 
that I will give is My flesh, which I will give for the life of 
the world.” To them astonished and wondering how this 
could be, He said, “It is the Spirit that quickeneth; the 
flesh profiteth nothing. The words that I have spoken 
unto you are Spirit and are life.” 

“‘* For clearly, indeed, He here shows that His flesh pro- 
fiteth nothing, either for sanctification or quickening, so far, 
' namely, as it is the flesh of human nature. When, there- 
fore, salvation is attributed to the Deity, ye ought not to 
desire the presence of the flesh on this account.’ To which 
add also the following from chap. 21 :—‘ Openly,’ he says, 
‘signifying that they can be saved by reason of the Deity, 
not by the presence of the flesh. And in fact the flesh 
itself was not holy in itself, but by the union of the 
Word, being in a manner conformed to the virtue of the 
Word is the cause of salvation and sanctification to partici- 
pants. Not therefore to the flesh, as the flesh, do we 
attribute the virtue of the Divine action, but to the nature 
of the Word.’ Thus Cyril, Bishop of Alexandria, who died 
in A.D. 444.” 

“In these words just quoted ” (Says Forbes in XI. xii. 23) 
“observe these four assertions of Cyril :— 

“1. “The flesh of Christ is life to partakers of the 
Eucharist.’ (For those who approach unworthily 
do not eat the flesh of Christ.) 

«2, ‘ This comes to pass, not by the virtue of the flesh, as 
the flesh, but by virtue of the Deity, to which the * 
flesh is hypostatically united, and our salvation 
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and all the wonderful effects belonging to it, are 

also to be attributed to the glory of the Deity.’ 
“3, * For the effecting of these things the corporal presence 
of the flesh [of Christ] is not required, nor to be 

: desired.’ . : 
“4, ‘These things Christ effects by the Power of His 
Deity, His flesh being absent from us, but the 
ineffable power of His Deity being present with us.’ 
“ Truly,” Forbes proceeds (XI. xii. 24), “the power of 
the Deity brings it to pass that by reaching our faith out 
into heaven we both hold Him though absent and feed on 
Him absent, by believing, as Augustine teaches: and He, 
absent in the flesh, nourishes us spiritually with that same 
flesh of His, and His flesh is life-giving bread, as Cyril here 
teaches. For this spiritual nutrition is made by the opera- 
tion of the Deity, and is not the last part of that ‘ keeping ’ 
(preserving), and of those wonderful effects which Cyril 
says are to be attributed, not to the corporal presence of the 
flesh, but to the glory of the Deity. And as in another 
place the same Cyril says, ‘as the root communicates its 
quality to the branches ; so the only-begotten Son of God, 
having given His Spirit to the Saints, gives affinity (so to 
speak) with the Father’s nature and His own to those 
united to Him by faith and holiness, nourishing them unto 
piety, and every kind of virtue.’ But He calls the Father 
the husbandman, lest it should seem that that is done by 
the Son alone which is the wonderful work of the whole 
Trinity. ... ‘The Father, therefore, nourishes us unto 
piety and faith through the Son and the Spirit; and does 
the work of the husbandman, watching and tending, and 
with every care leading to virtue similarly through the Son 
and Spirit. For thus in my judgment shall we understand 
this more correctly. . . . Nor is that to be separated from 
the Father, nor this from the Son, nor either from the 
Spirit. For fromthe Father, through the Son, in the Spirit 
all things are... . Neither will the Father be separated 
from nourishing us, nor will the Son be a stranger to our 
culture. . . . Christ, therefore, holds the place of the Vine, 
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but we that of the branches who, hanging on Him, draw 
the virtue and grace of the Spirit to our nourishment and * 
spiritual fruitfulness.’ Thus Cyril in Book 10, On the Gospel 
of st John, Chap. 13: °..,,°.”" 

(XI. xii. 32.) To pass over for the sake of brevity the bad 
faith of Bellarmine in citing the words of Cyril, manifest to 
anyone who consults these passages of Cyril, the sense of 
Bellarmine’s argument is this: By the touch and eating 
and reception and conjunction (or union) of whose (Christ’s) 
flesh with us in the Eucharist our bodies are made immortal, 
and will be raised to Eternal life at the last day; that flesh 
is corporally present in the Eucharist ; but by the touch of 
Christ’s flesh, etc. Therefore .. . 

I answer briefly : Our bodies attain immortality through 
the touching and eating and reception of the flesh of Christ, 
and it conjunction with us, not corporal, the Transubstan- 
tiarians themselves confessing that, as we have shown 
above in Chapter I. of this book, and elsewhere. The body 
of Christ in the Eucharist, according to them, is not per- 
ceived by any bodily sense, as shown in Chapter IT., § 4, and 
the promise of that immortality, of eternal life, and of a 
happy resurrection, which are made to those who eat the 
flesh of Christ, have respect to spiritual eating, but not to 
bodily or sacramental. Speaking of this spiritual eating, 
Cyril in Book IV., On the Gospel of St John, chapter xiv., 
says: “Since it is a hard thing, and is received by faith, , 
rather than in any other manner ; so the Lord expounds its 
wonderful utility in many and various ways, establishing 
that faith is the foundation and basis. ‘ He that eateth My 
flesh and drinketh My blood abideth in Me, and I in him.’ 
For as, if anyone pours one [quantity] of melted wax into 
another, the one is mixed with the other through the whole ; 
it necessarily follows that if anyone receive the flesh and 
blood of the Lord, he is so joined to Him, that Christ is 
found in him, and he in Christ.”” Thus Cyril. ‘‘ Certainly he | 
who eats inwardly, not outwardly, eats in his heart, not ~ 
[merely] presses it with his teeth. For many carnally and 
visibly press with their teeth the Sacrament of the body 
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and blood of Christ, who yet are not found in Christ, because 
they did not eat spiritually the flesh of Christ, and drink 
his blood,” as Augustine teaches in Treatise 26, On the Gospel 
of St John. Neither by corporal eating is produced the 
mingling of the body of Christ with and in our bodies, and 
corporal abiding. To think this would be to share the 
wisdom of the carnal Capernaites, and to be most absurdly 
deranged. But by spiritual eating we are joined to Christ 
with a spiritual bond, and are His body and members, and 
He abides in us and we abide in Him. The other similitude 
which Cyril uses in Book IV., On the Gospel of St John, 
chapter xv., from the spark of fire, tends indeed in the 
same direction, yet recalls more the similitude of the 
Lord’s evav@pwrnois, “The Word,” he says, “joined to 
humanity so drew it all unto Himself that He could make 
alive the lack of life; thus He expelled death from human 
nature. ... For our nature cannot, when joined to life, 
fail to be quickened. And as if anyone hid a spark of fire 
in hay or chaff, the whole would thence be set on fire by it : 
so the Word of God, placed in our nature like the spark, 
thence would set the whole of it on fire, and bring it back 
to life, having utterly destroyed death.” Thus Cyril. 
“Placed in our nature,” that is, united hypostatically to 
human nature in Christ, thence kindled the whole,—certainly 
what was spiritually united to Christ ; for not all, but only 
those who eat inwardly are influenced by this fire... .” 
Expounding a little further on what that conjunction (or 
union) is, Forbes says: “Our union with Christ according 
to the flesh is twofold ; one through the Incarnation of the 
Son of God; for because (Heb. ii. 14) the children were 
partakers of flesh and blood, and He willed similarly to 
partake of the same, apart from sin. ‘We believe, there- 
fore,’ says Cyril (in Book 9, On the Gospel of St John, last 
chapter), ‘that He was made man, in order that for our 
whole race He might in His body as the first-fruits acquire 
the supreme good.’ And below in the same place :—‘ It was 
God’s will to bring human nature back to its first state. But 
how did He bring it back ? let us consequently now examine. 
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It was not possible for man, corruptible according to 
nature, to escape death otherwise than, having first obtained 
grace, he should then become a partaker of God; because 
He quickens all things through the Son in the Spirit. 
Therefore, He communicated to flesh and blood, that is, 
He who according to His nature was Life, the only-begotten 
son of God the Father, was made man, Mediator between 
God and man, as it is written, joined in nature to God, of 
whom He is, and to man again as man. For He has in 
‘Himself the Father, and again in the Father is the image 
and glory of His substance. But He has us also in Himself, 
since He assumed our nature and our body was made the 
body of the Word.’ ”’ 

He has similar things on the identity of nature of the vine 
and the branches in Book X. chap. xiii.: ‘‘. . . Another 
union which we have with Christ according to the flesh, is 
necessarily added, that through Christ we become partakers 
of the Divine nature: for neither is that former one alone 
sufficient, in which Christ has us in Himself, by the assump- 
tion of our nature, but it was necessary for us also that we 
should have Christ incarnate abiding in us, and, being 
joined to His flesh, should become partakers of the life 
dwelling in it, or of the Divine nature. Concerning this 
latter union with Christ according to the flesh, Cyril is 
speaking of those words of Peter Martyr which Bellarmine 
opposes, and elsewhere.” 

“He distinguishes it,” Forbes says, “‘ from that union by 
which we are joined to the Deity, which he calls spiritual ; 
also from the limits in Book 11, On St John, chap. 26. 
But the manner of both is spiritual. The Holy Spirit by 
His divine operation joins us to the flesh of Christ, and to the 
Deity, and we are joined to both spiritually, so that through 
the flesh, or human Mediator, access may be given us to God. 
And so the Apostle says, ‘ For in one spirit were we all 
baptized into one body, whether Jews or Gentiles, whether 
bond or free, and were all made to drink of one Spirit ’ (ets & 
mvevpa eroticOnuev, x Cor, Xii. 13). Also: ‘But he that 
is joined to the Lord is one Spirit.’ 1 Cor. vi. 17. Also: 
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‘Giving diligence to keep the unity of the Spirit in 
the bond of peace. There is one body and one spirit, 
even as ye are called in one hope of your calling.’ Eph. 
_ iv. 3, 4... The Lord admonishing the Jews concerning true 
» eating of His flesh, says, ‘It is the Spirit that quickeneth.’ 

John vi. 63.” 

Forbes proceeds (XI. xii. 38): ‘‘ Origen in Book 7, On 
Leviticus, says, ‘Because the figures which have been 
written in the Divine volumes, recognise and consider them 
as spiritual and not carnal, and understand thus the things 
said. For if you take them as carnal, and understand them 
as carnal, they will hurt, not nourish you. For there is, 
even in the Gospels, the letter that killeth ; nor is the letter 
that killeth found in the Old Testament alone. There is 
also in the New Testament the letter that killeth him who 
‘does not take spiritually the things that are said. For if 
you understand according to the letter this very thing 
which was said, Unless ye eat My flesh, and drink My blood, 
this letter killeth.’ | 

‘And Cyril says in Book 11, On the Gospel of St John, 
chap. 26, ‘But no one can be joined to God otherwise 
_ than by participation of the Holy Spirit, infusing His own 
sanctification into us, and transforming into His own life 
the nature of man not subject to destruction.’ And in the 
end of the same chapter, recapitulating the divers unions by 
which we Christians are made one in the Lord, he says :— 
‘ Therefore in the Father, Son, and Spirit we are all one. 
But one, I say, in nature and disposition, one in religious 


.. feeling, one in the Communion of the holy flesh of Christ, 


bs & ) 


_ one in participation of one Holy Spirit. 

Thus Cyril. But he understands that communion of the 
flesh of Christ which is inseparably conjoined with partici- 
' pation of the Holy Spirit ; but this is communion, not by 
bodily eating, but by spiritual, as has often been shown 
above. Although from its object or end, and real, though 
spiritual and sacramental reception of that object, he calls 
this communion corporal and substantial in the same book, 
chapter xxvii. 
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By this corporal and natural union he (Cyril) says, “ that 
all believers who are members of the body of Christ, are 
united with Christ the Head, and with one another. Al- 
though in bodies and souls we are so separate from one 
another that each subsists and is bounded separately. For 
that the Church is the body composed of individual men as 
members, and that its Head is Christ, so that we are all 
(Eph. iii. 6) fellow-heirs, and fellow-members of the body, 
and fellow-partakers of the promise in Christ.’’ These 
things Cyril teaches, citing this very passage of the Apostle, 
with others similar, in Book XI., On the Gospel of St John, 
chapter xxvi. 

Whence it is manifest that Cyril does not require for our 
bodily conjunction with Christ that the body of Christ 
should be at the same time in the same place with our 
bodies ; for to this mystical (sacramental) union of body 
distance of place, and absence of bodies from one another, 
and separate existence offer no hindrance. But it suffices 
(as Cyril points out from the Apostle) that all are made 
partakers of that one heavenly bread, we are all made one 
body in Christ, and have all been made to drink into one 
Spirit. But many eat the Sacrament who are not members 
of this body, neither have the union. As Augustine teaches 
in Treatise 3, On the Gospel of St John, where he acknow- 
ledges no one to be in the body of Christ but him who lives 
by the Spirit of Christ. “‘ Thence it is,’”’ he says, “ that the 
Apostle Paul, expounding to us this passage (1 Cor. x. 17), 
says, ‘We who are many are one bread, one body.’ O 
Sacrament of Piety! O sign of Unity! O bond of Charity ! 
He who desires to live has where to live, has whence to live ; 
let him draw near, let him believe, let him be incorporated, 
let him be made alive.” 

And below, in the same place, he says that this | 
society of the body and members of Christ by participa- | 
tion of the one food is the Holy Church in His pre- | 
destinated and called and justified and glorified and 
faithful ones. Therefore that corporal conjunction, which 
Cyril says we have with Christ through the sacramental 
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blessing, belongs to the elect who spiritually eat the flesh of 
Christ, and are sacramentally and spiritually incorporated 
in Christ. . 

“ But,” says Forbes (XI. xii. 40), “that this spiritual 
eating of the flesh of Christ, proper to the faithful,—not 
that corporal eating which the Transubstantiarians determine, 
common to even the impious and the reprobate, is understood 
by Cyril,—is most clearly taught even by that passage of 
Cyril from which Bellarmine attempted to gather weapons 
against the truth, bringing forward, after the manner of 
heretics, truncated sentences, suppressing those things 
which would lay bare his fraud. We therefore set forth in 
full the very words of Cyril as extant in Book 10, On the 
Gospel of St John, chap. 13, when first we have indicated 
the occasion of them. Those words of the Lord concerning 
the Vine and the Husbandman and the branches (John xv. 1), 
Cyril so expounds that he interprets as the vine, Christ 
according to His Divine nature, which is that of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. But because a certain Arian, im- 
piously abusing this similitude, inferred that the Son was 
not consubstantial with the Father because the vine and the 
husbandman are not of the same nature, but said that the 
Detty of the Son was called the vine; and that it was not 
reasonably possible that that Deity should be compared to 
Christ’s humanity, for that our bodies do not spring from 
the flesh of Christ, as the branches from the vine ;_ and that 
the fruit of the saints is not bodily fruit but rather spiritual ; 
Cyril meets him with a twofold answer :—First he defends 
the interpretation of the Vine as the Deity of Christ and 
denies that what the Arian wrongly gathered follows from 
thence, for that similitudes were not to be stretched beyond 
the intention of the speaker, which in this place was far 
other than those heretics imagine. Then to what was said 
by the adversary he replies that it was not in any way 
possible that a comparison should be made according to 
which the humanity of Christ should be called the Vine, 
and we the branches. ‘But,’ says Cyril (XI. xii. 41), ‘since 
it is thought that we cannot with any reason attribute these 
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things to the humanity of Christ, since it is by faith and 
love, not by the flesh, that we are joined to Him, come, let 
us say a few things concerning this, and show that the sense 
of the Sacred writings are perversely expounded by him. 
Yet we do not deny that we are joined to Christ spiritually 
by right faith and sincere love. Nevertheless we utterly 
deny that we have no kind of conjunction with Him accord- 
ing to the flesh, and we say that that is altogether foreign 
to the Sacred Scriptures. For who has doubted that even 
thus Christ is the vine, and we the branches, who from him 
get our life? Hear Paul saying, ‘“‘ we, who are many, are 
one body in Christ, albeit we who are many are one bread, 
one body: for we all partake of the one bread” (Rom. xii. 
5; 1 Cor. x. 17). Does he think, perchance, that the virtue 
of the sacramental blessing is unknown to us? And when 
this comes to pass in us, does it not corporally bring it to 
pass also by communication of the flesh of Christ that Christ 
dwelleth in us? For why are the members of the faithful 
members of Christ ? ‘‘ Know ye not,”’ [says St Paul,] ‘‘ that 
your bodies are members of Christ ? Shall I, then, make 
the members of Christ the members of a Harlot ? ’”’ (1 Cor. vi. 
15). Our Saviour, also [says] ‘‘ He that eateth My flesh and 
drinketh My blood abideth in Me and I inhim.”” Whence it 


is to be considered that not by intercourse only which is 


understood by affection, is Christ in us, but also by partici- 
pation of nature, as if one mixed one [piece of] wax melted 
by fire with another similarly melted, so that one was 
visibly made out of the two, so by communication of the 
body and blood of Christ, He is in us and we in Him. For 
in no other way could this corruptible nature of body be 
changed to incorruptibility and life unless a body of natural 
(inherent ?) life were joined to it. Believe not me saying 
these things; put faith, I beseech you, in Christ (John vi. 
53, 54), “ Verily, verily I say unto you except ye eat the 
flesh of the Son of Man, and drink His blood; ye have no 
life in yourselves. He that eateth My flesh and drinketh 
My blood hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at the 
last day.’”” Ye hear Him clearly proclaiming that we shall 
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not have life unless we drink His blood and eat His flesh.’ 
Thus Cyril. 

“The Transubstantiarians,’’ says Forbes, “dream of a 
certain eating of the flesh of Christ common even to the 
~ unworthy, by which Christ, swallowed through the throat, 
is transmitted to the stomach of the wicked man, yet so 
that immediately, the species of the bread being altered for 
that end, true bread no longer exists under them: the body 
of Christ ceases to be there, neither does Christ abide in the 
man, nor he in Christ ; neither is he a member of Christ, 
nor incorporated in Him, nor has he life eternal. . . . Of 
most reckless front, therefore, are those sophists when they 
dare to interweave the authority of this Holy Father with 
the most absurd fiction of the Romanists. 

“Compare also what Cyril writes in Book 9, On the 
Gospel of St John, chapter 47, near the end of the chapter 
and of the book. ‘But us,’ he says, ‘He has even in 
Himself, since He assumed our nature, and our body was 
made the body of the Word: and therefore we have been 
made partakers of the Divine nature, and are called sons: 
having the Father in us through the Son, etc.’ ” 


V 
“ Also it [the Sacrament] is taken by the wicked, and does 
not by its own nature sanctify the user.’’ ‘‘ The bread of 


the Lord,” says Forbes, “and His typical and symbolical 
body, which does not by its own nature sanctify the user, 
and which as to its matter goes the way that all material 
food goes ; which also is eaten by the wicked—is not itself 
, the literal body of the Lord,—is not ‘ the Word made flesh,’ 
but only the type and symbol of Him, and not an empty 
collection of accidents, but material bread; but what in 
the Eucharist after consecration is eaten by the com- J 
' municants is the bread of the Lord, and His typical and 
symbolical body.”’ 

“The Word made flesh (the Word Incarnate) by His own 
nature, and infallibly, sanctifies the eater, and is not eaten 
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by the wicked persevering in wickedness. ... The body 
-and blood of Christ is neither consumed nor corrupted, 
nor goes out into the draught ” (‘‘ God forbid !” says John of 
Damascus in Book IV., On the Orthodox Faith, chapter xiv). 
Origen in his commentary on Matthew xv. says: “ What 
is sanctified by the Word of God and prayer, does not by its 
own nature sanctify the user. For if it did, it would sanctify 
also him that eateth unworthily to the Lord... . In like 
manner also, there is in the bread-of the Lord the use to him 
that feedeth [on it] when with unspotted mind and pure 
conscience he is partaker of that bread. . . . If it were to 
come to pass that he who had remained evil till then should 
eat the Word made Flesh, when the Word is also the living 
bread, in vain it would have been written ‘ whosoever shall 
eat this bread shall live for ever.’ . . .”’ Origen brought 
forward these things out of the mind of the Catholic Church, 
as is evidently clear from the consent of other Fathers, 
whose testimonies are manifested in previous arguments. 


VI 


“Bread and water are not transubstantiated into the 
people ; therefore neither are bread and wine transubstanti- 
ated into the body and blood of Christ.’’ Cyprian, disputing 
against the Aquarii, in Book II., Epistle 3, To Cecilus, 
which in another edition is Epistle 63, says: ‘‘ We see that in 
the water the people are understood ; in the wine the blood 
of Christ is represented. But when in the cup the wine is 
mixed with water, the people are united to Christ, and the 
body of believers is united and joined to Him in whom it 
has believed. . . . But so in the sanctifying of the cup of the 
Lord, water alone cannot be offered, as neither wine alone 
can. For if anyone offers wine alone, the blood of Christ 
begins to be without us. But when both are mingled, and 
_ joined to one another by a mingled union, then the spiritual 
and heavenly sacrament is complete. But so the cup of 
the Lord is not water only, or wine only, but both mingled 
together, as neither can the body of the Lord be flour only 
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or water only, but both, joined together and united and 
consolidated into the structure of a loaf (panis), by which 
also in the Sacrament itself our people are shown to be 
united: that, as many grains, gathered together into one, 
and ground and mixed together into one loaf (pants), so in 
Christ, who is the heavenly bread, we may know that there 
is one body to which our number is joined and united.”’ 

Bertram is also quoted in similar terms. “ Although 
the mixture of the water is not of the necessity of this 
sacrament, this argument is sufficient for those who urge 
this admixture as necessary; or those who, mixing the 
water admit the mystic interpretation of Cyprian and 
Julius.” 


Vil 


The point which Forbes seeks to prove in his seventh 
argument from the Fathers against Transubstantiation is, 
that ‘the nature and substance of the bread and wine 
' remain after consecration the same’as they were before 
- consecration.” ‘‘ Those things,” he says, “‘ whose nature 
and substance remain after consecration the same as they 
were before, have not been transubstantiated into the body 
and blood of Christ. But the nature and substance of the 
bread and wine remain after consecration the same as 
before, therefore they have not been transubstantiated into 
the body and blood of Christ.”” Gregory of Nyssa in his 
oration on Christ’s Holy Baptism says: ‘‘ The Spirit blesses 
the body that is baptized, and the water that baptizes. 
Wherefore do not despise the Divine /avaerum, nor value 
it little as common, on account of the use of water, and 
consider it of slight moment. For that which is being 
performed is great, and of it wonderful effects ensue. For 
this holy altar also, at which we stand, is by nature a 
common stone, differing nothing from other stones of which 
our walls are constructed and our streets adorned. But 
- since it was consecrated to the worship of God, and received 
benediction, it is a Holy Table, a spotless altar which is no 
longer handled by all, but by Priests alone, and by them 
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with religious reverence. The bread also is at the beginning 
.common: but when he (the Priest) has offered or conse- 
crated it, itis called a Sacrament, and made the body of 
Christ. . . . The same power of the Word makes a Priest 
Reverend, and honourable, separated from the commonness 
of the crowd by the newness of ordination. For while 
yesterday and before he was one of the multitude and the 
common people, at once he becomes a teacher, a president, 
a doctor of piety, a presider over sacred mysteries: and 
does this when changed in nothing, even in body, etc.” 
According, therefore, to the mind of this Father, no other 
than their previous nature remains in the consecrated 
bread and wine, and in the water of Baptism, in the conse- 
crated altar, in the ordained Priest. And the whole change 


ce 


is ‘““accidental’’—that is, relating to use and office; and y » 


fruit and dignity. Besides, when he says that the bread 
is called and made the body of Christ, he overthrows 
Transubstantiation, as we have taught above. 

John Chrysostom, in the time after his second exile, in 
his epistle to Casarius the Monk against Apollinarius and 
others who confounded the Divinity and Humanity in 
Christ, says: “‘ Before the bread is sanctified, we call it © 
bread, but because of the grace sanctifying it, by the 
mediation of the Priest it is freed from the appellation of 
bread, but is considered worthy of the appellation of the 
body of the Lord; even although the nature of the bread 
remains in it, and not two bodies, but the body of the Son is 
spoken of.” 

This Epistle was extant in MS. in the Library of 
Florence in the time of Peter Martyr, as may be read in his 
Commonplaces, Class 4, Chapter 10, § 31, where these and 
some other words extracted from Chrysostom are cited. 

Forbes quotes the following among other passages from _ 
Cyril of Jerusalem :—“ We pray God, most benign, to send | 
His Holy Spirit on those things offered, that He may make — 
the bread the body of Christ, and the wine the blood of | 
Christ, for assuredly what the Holy Ghost touches is © 
sanctified and changed.” And further down: ‘‘O taste 
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and see that the Lord is gracious.’ Are you hereby in- 
structed to judge this by the bodily palate? By no means, 
but by sure and unshaken faith. For they who taste are 
not bidden taste the bread and the wine, but the figure 
(avririrrov) of the body and blood of Christ.” 

Thus Cyril, giving the reason why the judgment concern- 
ing the graciousness of the Lord is not entrusted to a bodily 
sense, because, namely, in the Sacrament the bodily sense 


/ perceives only the bread and the wine; but faith is that 
_which considers them as the figure or Sacrament of the 
_ body and blood of the Lord, and rising to the ves sacramentt, 
or inward part itself, tastes the graciousness of the Lord 


with a kind of spiritual palate. Similar are those words of 
Augustine in Bertram, book De Corpore et Sanguine Domini ; 
and in Gratian, Dist. 2, De Consecr., canon Qui manducat : 
“‘ what is seen,” he says, ‘‘ is the bread and the cup, which 
also the eyes report, but which faith demands to be ex- 
pounded—the bread, the body of Christ, the cup, His 
blood.”” You will find many testimonies of the Fathers 
similar to these in Bertram, in the book cited, but what Cyril 
understands by the word antitype you will best learn from 
his own words in Catechesis Mystagogica, 2, where he 
calls the Sacrament of Baptism rov tod xpicrod wabypdrov 
GAVTLTVUTOV. 

Ambrose in his fourth book, De Sacramentts, chapter iv., 
says: “‘ How much more effectual is the word of the Lord, 


/ / that they are what they were, and are changed into another 


¥ ¥ thing. But they were bread and wine; they are therefore 


———— 


still bread and wine although changed into the Sacrament of 
the body and blood of the Lord.’”” Theodoret in Dialogue 1, 
Against the Eutychians, which is inscribed érperros, im- 
mutable, in the Greek edition, printed at Rome, fol. 8, says: 
“In the institution of the Sacrament, the Lord called the 
bread His body, and that which was poured out and 
mingled in the cup, His blood, that is, the symbols which 
are seen, He honoured with the appellation of His body and 
blood; not changing their nature, but adding grace to 
nature.” Also in Dialogue 2, which is inscribed acvyxvtos, 
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unconfused, in the Greek edition, fol. 38: “For neither 
after consecration do the mystic symbols depart from their ~ 
own nature. For they remain in their former substance 
and shape and appearance and can be seen and touched 
as also before.’”’ Regarding the value of Theodoret’s testi- 
mony, Pelagius, Pope of Rome, in the epistle or book which 
he wrote on behalf of the 5th Council to Elias of Aquileia, 
and all the Bishops of Istria, chapter xx., says: ‘‘ For 
neither do we condemn all the writings of Theodoret, but 
only those which he wrote against the 12 Chapters of 
Cyril,—only what he is shown to have written contrary to 
the right faith,—which yet he is acknowledged to have him- 
self condemned, and is found to have confessed the truth in 
the Holy Synod of Chalcedon. . . . And with the Synod 
we venerate Theodoret confessing the truth. But his other 
writings we not only receive, but also use against the 
adversaries.”” Thus Pelagius II. 

Gelasius, Bishop, the first of this name, in his work 
against Eutyches and Nestorius says: “The true Sacrament 
which we receive of the body and blood of Christ, is a Divine 
thing, because by it we are made partakers of the Divine 
nature, and yet the substance or nature of the bread and. 
wine does not cease to be. . . . They pass into the Divine 
substance by the operation of the Holy Ghost. Yet they © 
remain in the propriety of their own nature.” 

‘Observe also from these words of Gelasius that that 
expression, ‘ the bread passes into the body of Christ,’ does 
not denote Transubstantiation ; but a certain change, the 
_ substance of the bread remaining, contrary to Scotus on 
4 Sent., dist. 11, qu. 5”’ (XI. xv. 15). 

Bellarmine takes exception in Book II., De Sacramento 
Euchansti@, chapter xxvii., that Theodoret and Gelasius 
do not speak of substance, which is contradistinguished 
from accidents, and which Aristotle placed in the first 
category, but of the essence and nature of accidents. I 
answer: ‘‘Although the words nature and substance are 
sometimes applied to accidents also, when speaking in 
formal reason, of the accidents of anything; yet nowhere 
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in authors of repute is the nature and substance of any 
categorical substance said to remain when the accidents 
alone remain. And as the substance signifies the accident, 
so also the substance of the substance (as is the bread and 
wine) signifies the categorical substance which Aristotle 
placed in the first category. Further, Theodoret and 
Gelasius say clearly that the nature and substance of the 
bread and wine remain the same as before consecration, 
even as true substantial human nature remains in the 
Mediator after the hypostatic union of the two natures in 
one Emmanuel. 

‘‘ And from the sacrament of the Eucharist those Fathers 
take an argument against the Eutychians: namely, that 
as after consecration the substance of the bread and wine 
remain, so after the hypostatic assumption true human 
nature remains in the person of Christ distinct from the 
Divine. When, on the contrary, the heretical Eutychians, 
from the false hypothesis of the removal of the nature and 
substance of the bread and wine after consecration, infer 
the abolition of human nature, or its change into Divinity, 
or fusion with the Divine nature after the hypostatic 
assumption.” 

(XI. xv. 17.) John Damascene, in describing the manner 
in which, after consecration, the substance of the bread and 
wine remains, wavers, but teaches that it remains; for he 
says in Book IV., De Orthodoxd Fide, chapter xiv.: “The 
Lord gave the broken bread to them, saying, Take and eat, 
this is My body which is broken for you for the remission of 
sins, And in like manner He took the cup, and gave it to 
them, saying, This is My blood. . . . You ask, How is the 
bread made the body of Christ, and the wine mixed with 
water the blood of Christ? To you also I answer, The 


| Holy Ghost came upon them and brought to pass these 


_ things which go beyond the faculty of words, and the under- 
_ standing of the mind. . . . Since in the manner of men it is 
- fixed that they are washed with water and anointed with 


oil, therefore in Baptism He joined the grace of the Spirit 
with oil and water, and made it the bath of regeneration. 
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In the same manner it has become the use and custom of 
men that they eat bread and drink wine and water, there- | 
fore He joined His Divinity with them, and made them v , 
His body and blood, that by things usual and agreeable to 
nature we might rise to those things which are above 
nature.” Thus Damascene, against Transubstantiation, 
for from these words it follows that the substance of bread 
and wine remain after consecration, The mind of the 
Second Nicene Council was the same as Damascene’s. 

(XI. xvi. 18.) But since then, being carried away by an 
insane zeal for images, he resolved that he must deny that 
the bread of the Eucharist is a type or figure of the body of + 
Christ, which all worshippers of images determined to deny, 
as is evident from the Second Nicene Synod (Pseudo-Sep- 
tima CEcumenica) in its sixth act, in refutation of the Synod 
of Constantinople, vol. iii., last section. “ But neither,” 
says Damascene, “are the bread and wine figures of the 
body and blood of Christ, which God forbid, but the true 
body itself of the Lord endowed with Divinity.” With one 
mouth all the Fathers of that Nicene Council said the same 
in that Nicene Council; although elsewhere Damascene, 
speaking of Baptism and the purifications with water en- 
joined by the Law, says, that ‘‘ things falling on the sight of 
the eyes are signs of those things which are understood by ¥ 
the reason and the mind” (Book IV., De Orthodoxd Fide, 
chapter x.). “‘ Yet,” says Forbes, ‘“‘as I mentioned above, 
the patrons of images decreed that it was to be denied that 
the bread of the Eucharist was a figure of the body of 
Christ ; and on that account Damascene, while he attempts 
to show a manner in which the bread and wine are the very 
body of Christ itself, endowed with Divinity, in Book IV., De 
Orthodoxd Fide, chapter xiv., speaks so involvedly and con- 
fusedly, that to some he seems to have fallen into the error 
of the hypostatic assumption of bread; and to others into 
the error of the matter of the bread remaining under the 
form of the body of Christ, as is clear from Durandus, on 4 
Sent., dist. 10, qu. I, and dist. 11, qu. 3.” 

(XI. xv. 20.) “Bertram in his book, De Corpore et Sanguina 


— 
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_ Domini, says: ‘ According to the substance of the crea- | 


tures, what they were before consecration, this also they 
afterwards remain. They are seen to be bread and wine 
before and in these species when consecrated they are seen 
to remain.’ ” 

(XI. xv. 24.) Forbes says: “Scotus on 4 Sent.,dist. 11, qu. 3, 
and Durandus in the same place, qu. 1, say that understand- 
ing would be easier, and free from many difficulties which 
press upon Transubstantiation, if it were supposed that the 
substance of the bread remains after consecration. And 
that so this way should be held, if the authority of that 
Lateran Council were not in the way. ... The sedulous 
explorers of antiquity will find many more testimonies 
and arguments against this monstrosity. But to us, those 
which we have in good faith brought into view from the 
monuments of the ancients themselves, clear, obvious, 
irrefragable testimonies, and invincible arguments arising 
therefrom suffice for the present.’ 


BOOK XI 
CHAPTER XVI 


In the preceding chapter a strong quotation is made by 
Forbes (XI. xv. 14) from the work against Eutyches and 
Nestorius, by ‘‘ Gelasius, Bishop, the first of that name.” 
“Under the name,”’ says Forbes, “‘ of this Gelasius I., Pope of 
Rome, is read, to this day and still published, that book on 
the two natures in Christ, against Eutyches and Nestorius ; 
which Cardinal Baronius and Bellarmine endeavour to 
adjudge not to be the work of Pope Gelasius ; attributing 
it to a more ancient and orthodox author, Gelasius of 
Cyzicum, who lived about 4.pD. 476. But that that book is 
throughout orthodox, they neither have dared nor will 
dare to deny, since John II., Pope of Rome, cites it as 
orthodox in his Epistle to the Senator Avienus, against 
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the heretical Accematze, This might suffice for us dis- 
puting against them, so far as to the authority of the 
testimony. But we say besides, that it cannot justly be 
denied that that book is the work of Pope Gelasius himself, 
whose name is in the title.”’ 

Forbes devotes a whole chapter to making good this 
contention. His arguments seem very strong, along with 
the testimonies he produces. But the evidence which that 
book gives on Eucharistic doctrine has been quoted in the 
preceding chapter, and Forbes’s arguments do not hang 
on one quotation. As, therefore, the question in this 
chapter is not Eucharistic doctrine, but the authorship of 
this book, we propose to let what we have said here suffice 
and pass on. 


CHAPTER XVII 


'Tuis chapter is devoted to the subject of emphatic ex- 


Re 


' pressions and rhetorical exaggerations in the Fathers. 


(XI. xvii. 1.) There are found in Chrysostom and other 
Fathers certain expressions concerning the Eucharist, 
framed pada pytoptxos—very rhetorically, for emphasis, » 
that by them the dignity of so great a sacrament might 
be amplified and contempt driven away. And these, when 
the Transubstantiarians abuse them to support their 
error, greatly betray the unthinking. For the Sententi- 
arians teach with one mouth that the body of Christ, as 
it is in the Eucharist, is perceived by no bodily sense, that 
it is neither seen, nor heard, nor smelt, nor tasted, nor 
touched—yea, is not perceived by the human intelligence 


illuminated and elevated by the light of faith (on 4 Sent., 


dist. 10). In agreement also are those words of Thomas, 
in the Summa, ‘‘ That the true body and blood of Christ,” 
he says, ‘“‘is in this Sacrament, can be discovered neither 
by the senses, nor by the intelligence, but by faith alone, 


_ which rests upon Divine authority ” (3 part, qu. 75, art. I, 


in the body of the article). He teaches the same in the 
same part, qu. 76, art. 7. All of them also teach that the 
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body of Christ in the Eucharist is not broken, and suffers 
no lesion, and that His blood does not leave His veins (4 
Sent., dist. 12). No help, therefore, will accrue to the cause 
of the Transubstantiarians from those oratorical declama- 
tions of the Fathers, intended to drive out of their hearers 
contempt for the Sacrament, and to inflame and lift up 
their minds to heavenly meditations, when, displaying all the 
wealth of their eloquence, and expounding magnificently 
with pious zeal and admirable fluency, they say that 
faithful communicants see and touch Christ, and fasten their 
teeth in His flesh, suck His blood, redden their tongues, etc. 
(XI. xvil. 2.) Thus the author of that Sermon on the 
Supper of the Lord which is attributed to Cyprian says: 
“We cling to the Cross, we suck His blood, we put our 
tongues into the very wounds of the Redeemer, by which 
we are made red within and without, and by the wise of 
this world are deemed mad.” And that all this is to be 
spiritually understood the same author clearly teaches in 
_ the words preceding and following. 
(XI. xvii. 3.) In Homily 82, On the Gospel of Matthew, 
Chrysostom says: “ You see Him, you touch Him, you eat 
Him... but He gives Himself to thee, not only to behold, 
but touch and eat and take inwardly. ... He mingles 
Himself with us, and not only by faith, but also in reality 
makes us His body.” By and by he says “that the hand 
of the Priest divides the flesh,” and “ that the mouths of 
the communicants are filled with spiritual fire,” and “ their 
tongues are red with the most awful blood,” and “that 
with the body of Christ which angels dare not look upon 
without fear, that with it, I say, we are nourished and 
mingled with the same,” and “‘ that we are made one body 
of Christ, and one flesh.”” And alittle after, ‘‘ He nourishes 
us with His own body, and entwines us in all things with 
Himself.” And immediately explaining that, he says, 
_ “that this does not happen to all, but to the faithful only.” 
“For that He mingles Himself with every one of the 
faithful by the Sacrament (per Mystertwm), and that those 
whom He begat He nourishes through Himself.” And 
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some distance before that: ‘‘ When, therefore, the Word 
says, This 1s My body, and when we are persuaded and 
believe and behold Him there with the eyes of our mind, 
for Christ gave us nothing perceivable by the senses, but ¥ 
all that is understood by the perceivable things.’’ And this 
He illustrates by a simile from Baptism (where certainly 
there is no Transubstantiation): ‘So also in Baptism: 
by a thing perceivable by the senses, that is water, a gift is 
bestowed, but the thing understood that is effected is birth 
and renewal.’”’ And expounding the reason of this dis- 
pensation he says: “‘ For if you were without a body, there 
would be given to you gifts without bodies; but since 
there is a soul folded up in the body, He gives you things » 
understood through things of sense.” 

(XI. xvii. 4.) The same Father in Homily 24, On 1 Corin- 
thians, says that Christ suffers in the Eucharist what He 
did not suffer on the Cross ; for on the Cross there was not 
a bone of Him broken; but that in the Eucharist He is 
broken for us that He may fill all. And below, citing those 
words of the Lord, “‘ Where the body is, there also are the 
eagles,’”’ and applying them to the Eucharist, he says: 
“He calls the body cadaver [a dead body] because of His 
death, for if He has not fallen, we should not have risen. 
But he calls them eagles, showing that he who approaches 
this body should be borne aloft, and have nothing in 
common with the earth, and not be dragged downward 
and creep, but fly ever upwards, and look on the Sun of 
Righteousness, and have the eye of the mind piercing. For 
this is the table of eagles, not of daws.” And a little 
before he says that we are admonished by this tremendous 
sacrifice to be eagles flying hence to the heaven itself. And 
below he says: ‘‘ Open the gates of heaven and look in: or 
rather, not of heaven, but of the heaven of heavens; and 
now you will see what is said. For the most precious of all 
things which are there, this thing I will show you lying 
before you here on earth—the very body of the King. 
This you may now see on earth. . . . Nor do you see only, 
but touch; nor touch only, but eat ; and having taken it 
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return home. Cleanse therefore your soul; prepare your 
mind for the reception of these mysteries.’’ 

(XI. xvii. 5.) You see that Chrysostom refers all that is 
said to the inward eye of the understanding (vonrdv oppya 
Tis Suavoias), in the eagles alone flying upwards to heaven ; 
so also of touch, and eating and incorporation, and com- 
mingling, etc. (see XI. xi. 12). 

(XI. xvii. 6.) You will find in certain other Fathers noted 
onsets of devotion and eloquence, in Peter Dumoulin, in his 
| Apologia for the Holy Supper, chapter xx., pp. 413, 414 of 
the French edition, Geneva, A.D. 1610, in his Defence of the 
Church of England against Spalatinus, chapter 1xxiii., § 30. 

(XI. xvii. 7.) ‘‘ But what,” you will say, ‘‘ do these words 
of Chrysostom, in Homily 82, On Matthew, mean, where he 
says that Christ mingles Himself with us, and not only by 
faith, but also makes us in reality His body?” I answer, 
that this is not to be attributed to corporal manducation 
of the flesh of Christ is evident from the words of Chrysostom 
himself quoted gbove from the same place, in which he 
teaches that this applies, not to all, but only to the fatthful: 
when yet the corporal manducation of the Sacrament is 
open to the wicked also. And the Transubstantiarians 
confess that we are not made the body of Christ except by 
Spiritual manducation, as we have taught also in chapters 
i, and xu. But that Christ was corporally mingled with 
us was a dream of the Capernaites repudiated even by the 
Transubstantiarians themselves, who teach that the body 
of Christ when the sacramental species are consumed 
ceases to be corporally in those who have communicated, 
and not that it is mingled with our substance, although 
those who have faithfully communicated do not cease to 
be in reality the body of Christ. or members of His body. 
These things, therefore, done inwardly and _ spiritually, 
voyTas Kat mvevaTiKos, aS Chrysostom not obscurely 
points out. Cvede et manducastit, says Augustine. But 
the effect of this manducation by faith is a real uniting into 
one body, that is, by spiritual participation by faith of the 
flesh of Christ is effected that real union of us with Christ, 
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that Christ may dwell in our hearts by faith, and that 
we may be dvocwpor kat ovperdxos, as the Apostle says 
(Eph. iii. 6), fellow-members of the body and fellow- 
partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus through the Gospel. 
Not that another mode of this saving participation is 
denoted on our part, unless through faith not lifeless, but 
that the most abundant thence arising may be declared. 
But to this spiritual mode we are stirred and lifted up by 
the Word and Sacraments, as méans and instruments from 
God instituted to this end, adjusted to our infirmity. 
Pertinent here is that of Chrysostom, “for not by partici- | 
pation only by being united do we communicate. For as 
that body was united to Christ, so also by this bread are we 
united to Him” (Homily 20, On I Cor. x. 16). 

(XI. xvii. 8.) In the same sense spake Cyril of Alexandria, 
that “Christ is in us, not by association (habitudine) only, 
which is understood through love, but by participation of * 
nature” (Cyril, Book 10, On the Gospel of St John, chapter 
xiii.) There Cyril speaks of that participation always 
bringing salvation, which comes only to faithful and true 
members of Christ, as we taught above in chapter xii. 
Such is not that corporal manducation (eating) of Christ 
which is dreamed of by Transubstantiarians which they 
concede also to infidels and the wicked. 

(XI. xvii. 10.) The same Chrysostom in Homily 82, On 
Si Maithew, says that Christ drank His own blood, but 
immediately subjoins on Matt. xxvi. 29: ‘‘ when He gave y 
the mysteries, He gave wine.” 


John Forbes devotes Chapter XVIII. of his Eucharistic 
Teaching to a history “‘ of the origin, progress, and instability 
of the error of Transubstantiation; and of the unhappy 
age’; and Chapter XIX. to “ Three Evil Fruits of Tran- 
substantiation—namely, Adoration, and Mutilation of the 
Sacrament of the Eucharist, and the Propitiatory Sacrifice 
of the Mass.” I propose to put the Evil Fruits of Tran- 
substantiation before the History of the Origin, Progress, 
and Instability of the Error. 
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Of THREE Evit FRUITS OF TRANSUBSTANTIATION—namely, 
ADORATION, and MUTILATION of the Sacrament of the 
Eucharist, and the PROPITIATORY SACRIFICE of the 
Mass 


(XI. xix. 1.) Of the Adoration of the Eucharist. 

That the Adoration of the Eucharist had its origin in 
the opinion of the substantial conversion of the bread and 
wine into the body and blood of Christ, Algerus is witness 
in his second book, chapter iil. in the end of the chapter : 
“Tn this faith,” he says, “‘ we adore the Sacrament itself, 
as something in a manner Divine, as if we address and 
beseech something living and rational: ‘Lamb of God, 
who taketh away the sins of the world, have mercy upon 
us’; not because He is seen, but because He truly is, we 
believe Christ to be there.”” Thus Algerus. On the same 
foundation rests the decree concerning that matter by 
Honorius III., Pope of Rome, the immediate successor of 
Innocent III. This decree is extant in the decretals of 
Gregory IX., under the title of The Celebration of the Mass, 
chapter x., sane cum, where the Gloss suggests the prayer 
to adorers of the Eucharist, which they are to say on their 
bended knees, addressing the Eucharist thus : 


Salve Lux mundi, Verbum Patris, Hostia vera, 
Viva Caro, Deitas integra, verus Homo. 


That is: 


Hail, Light of the World, Word of the Father, true Sacrifice, 
Living Flesh, perfect Manhood, true Man. 
Godhead 

And thus the things which are proper to Christ they 
. attribute to the Sacrament ; which they also honour with 
Divine honour, on the false hypothesis of Transubstantiation. 
And this argument the Synod of Trent uses for offering 
the worship of Latvia to the Sacrament (sess. 13, chap v.), 
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which certainly is abominable idolatry, rashly built on a 
fictitious foundation. For that no transubstantiation of 
that kind takes place, but that it is a mere creature 
which is adored by them as Creator, we have at length and 
perspicuously demonstrated above. Nor does the error of 
the hypothesis free them, as we have shown above in a 
previous book, and in our Ivenicum, Book II., chapter xvi., 
part 2, num. 4, where the reader will find more against 
Adoration of the Sacrament, and that idolatrous feast of 
Corpus Christi. 


OF THE MUTILATION OF THE EUCHARIST 


(XI. xix. 2.) From the same root has sprung that sacri- 
legious truncation by which they deny the cup to the laity; 
which presumptuousness began to be in use after the 
promulgation by Innocent III. of the dogma of Transub- 


stantiation, A.D. I215, as is clear from Thomas and Bona- ¥ 


ventura, who flourished later in the same century ; for they 
write that already in their time in many churches it had 
become the usage to give the communicants the sacrament 
in the species of bread only, or (as Thomas expresses it) to 


os 


give them the body of Christ to be taken, but not the blood : 


(Thomas, part 3, qu. 80, art. 12; Bonaventura, on 4 Sent., 
dist. 11, part 2, art. I, qu. 2), where also they laud the 
custom: “nor is it proper,’’ says Bonaventura, “‘ that they 
should receive it, on account of the danger of spilling, and 
on account of the danger of error, because simple ones 
would mistrust their receiving whole Christ in the other 
species.” Thus Bonaventura. Yet both confess regard- 
/ ing the integrity and perfectness of this Sacrament, that 
He is taken in both species by the officiating priest. As if 
indeed Christ had instituted a complete and perfect sacra- 
ment for officiating or consecrating priests only, and not 
for the faithful. No distinction of this kind can be found 
in the institution, the Lord saying to all the communicants 
“drink ye all of it”? (Matthew xxvi. 27, 28), adding the 
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reason, because His blood is shed for many for the remission 
of sins. Neither did the disciples (at the institution) hold | 
the position of officiating or consecrating and administering | 
priests, but of the people communicating, otherwise there © 
would not have been a distributing of bread to the people. . 
Christ Himself gave the cup to all, and instituted and | 
commanded that the same thing should be done. 

(XI. xix. 3.) Yet this institution by the Lord, the Synod 
of Constance spurns, with a certain wicked audacity, just as 
if the giving of that cup did not pertain more to the im- 
mutable substance of the instituted Sacrament, with the 
command that all should drink of it, than those circum- 
stances of the evening time, and of the other supper pre- 
viously taken. And this absurdity being once admitted, 
not even for the priest will the taking of the blood be 
necessary. And in the whole of that institution, what 
that is certain, pray,—what that is necessary,—what that is 
substantial,—will be left, when another, excited by equal 
madness, is about to bring forward the same concerning 
the bread which those insane men bring forward concerning 
the cup? They confess that Christ instituted the Sacra- 
ment, and administered it to the disciples in both species ; 


they confess also that in the primitive Church the Lord’s : 


institution was preserved in the administering of the cup 
to all the faithful: and yet they do not blush to prefer 
the novel custom of the Transubstantiarians, by which this 
Sacrament is given to be taken only in the species of bread ; 
and they determine that this custom has the force of law, 
gathering a reason from the doctrine of the Transubstan- 
tiarians : when (they say) it is most firmly to be believed, 


' and in nowise to be doubted that veraciously the whole 
- body and blood of Christ are contained as well under the 


species of the bread as under the species of the wine. And 
not content to have lauded that sacrilegious custom, and 
strengthened it into a law, they determine over and above 
that those priests are to be punished who shall have ad- 
ministered the Communion to the people under both species. 
And unless for this fault they consent to do penance, they 


— 
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are to be punished as heretics. These things were decreed 
by the Council of Constance, sess. 13, A.D. 1415, which was 
the 200th year from the passing of the decree on Transub- 
stantiation in the Lateran Council under the presidency of 
Innocent ITI. 

(XI. xix. 4.) The Synod of Trent, with equal impiety 
and shamelessness, adopted and renewed the decree of 
Constance, rendering also the same reason, and brandishing 
anathema against all persons contradicting—in session 21, 
A.D. 1562, under Pius IV., Roman Pontiff. Andreas 
Frisias, in his defence of the Lord’s Supper being taken in 
its integrity by the people, which he wrote in A.D. 1558, 
relates that a certain Presbyter Adam, at the instance of 
Creslaus, Bishop of Vladislav, was burnt because he gave 
' both species of the Sacrament to the lay people. And 
| he says that there were people still alive who remembered 

that being done. 

(XI. xix. 5.) And so those unhappy doctors, in order to 
establish their tradition, made the word of the Lord of 
none effect, and despised that rule of Paul—‘ For I,” he 
says, “received of the Lord that which I also delivered 
unto you” (I Cor. xi. 23). As if he said, “ what the Lord 
did and commanded to be done in the institution and 
administration of this Sacrament, the same also I have 
delivered unto you to be done,” as Cyprian expounds in 
Epistle 63, or Book II., Epistle 3, To Ca@cilius, where, dis- 
_ puting against the Aquarii, he repeatedly appeals to the 
_Lord’s institution and those circumstances of the evening 
time, and of the other food previously taken; and wisely , 

_ distinguishes them from the necessary oblation of the ¥ 

_bread and wine, and the taking of them. The Transub- 

_stantiarians pretend that the.cup had taken itself from the 

people for grave causes—namely, to avoid some dangers 

and scandals. But can any danger or scandal be more , | 
grave than is the manifest transgression of the institution ¥ ¥ 
and commands of the Lord? Is it lawful for anyone to 
do evil that good may come? Let us return to the root and 
origin of the Lord’s appointment. “ For if in the sacrifice 


ore cnmnaeneenadin, 
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which Christ offered,’ says Cyprian, ‘‘ Christ only is to be 
followed, assuredly, we ought to obey, and do that which 


. » Christ did and which He commanded to be done.” Thus 


Cyprian in the Epistle just cited. And there you will find 
many things in favour of that opinion, which are valid, 
not only against the old Aquarii, but also against those new 
mutilators of the Sacrament. ‘ But if” (I use the words 
' of Cyprian in the same place) “it is not lawful to break 
the least of the Lord’s commandments, how much more is 
it not lawful to break commandments so great, so sublime, 
so pertinent to the Sacrament itself of the Lord’s Passion 
and our Redemption, or by human tradition to infringe or 
change them into any other thing than what was divinely 
instituted!” . . . The same Cyprian also in another place: 
“How can we make men meet for the cup of martyrdom, 
if we do not first admit them by right of Communion to 


/ drink the cup of the Lord in the Church?” Thus, with 


more, Cyprian in a Synodal Epistle, Epistle 54, To Cornelius, 
Bishop of Rome, Elsewhere also, writing to the Tiburitani, 
he says, ‘“now a graver and fiercer fight approaches, for 
which the soldiers of Christ ought to prepare themselves 
by uncorrupt faith, and strong valour, considering that for 
_ that end they daily drink the cup of the blood of Christ ” 
(Epistle 56, or Book IV., Ep. 6). 

(XI. xix. 6.) Julius I., Bishop of Rome, in his Epistle 
to the Bishops throughout Egypt, reproves, among other 
errors and abuses which had crept in, this also, that some 
gave as a completing of the communion the Eucharist 
dipped (¢utinctum), which abuse he thus condemns: “ But 
this, that they give to the people, as making the Communion 
complete, the Eucharists dipped, and for this they have 
not received testimony, brought forward from the Gospel, 
where the Lord gave to the Apostles His body and blood, 
for the giving of the bread is related separately, and the 
giving of the wine separately.” Thus Julius in Gratian de 
' Consecratione, dist. 2, can. Cum omne. And there note, 

1. That whatever Christ in the first celebration and institu- 
tion of the Eucharist gave to the Apostles, that is now all to be 
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given to the people, and in the same order, first the bread, 
and then, separately, the cup. 

2. That it is not lawful to give the bread dipped to the 
people as a completing of the communion ; therefore much | 
more is it unlawful to give the bread only, the cup being w 
denied to them. 

(XI. xix. 7.) “ We find,” says Gelasius I., Pope of Rome, 
“that some having only the portion of the sacred body, 
abstain from the cup of the consecrated blood. Let those 
without doubt (although I know not by what superstition 


_ they are taught and constrained) either receive the sacra- 


ments in their integrity, or be debarred from them entirely, 
because division of one and the same mystery [sacrament] 
cannot take place without great sacrilege.” Thus Gelasius, 
dist. 2, De Consecratione, can. Comperimus. And there 
the author of the Gloss, contrary to the mind of Gelasius, 


 ineptly restricts the reception of the complete Sacrament to 


. the officiating or consecrating priest. 


Nor otherwise does Thomas answer in part 3, qu. 80, 
art. 12, at the beginning. ‘‘ But since the words of Gelasius 
equally and evidently have certain persons in view, that 
figure was vainly and ridiculously devised for an answer.” 
Therefore the Papists take refuge in another answer (as it 
stands in Bellarmine, Book IV., De Eucharistia, chap. xxvi., 
§ Altera solutio)—namely, that Gelasius is simply censuring 
those who, out of Manichzan error, abstained from the cup. 
I answer: The Manicheans did not drink wine, saying 
that bile is of the princes of darkness (see Augustine’s book 
to Quodvultdeus, Heresy 46); and that certain Manicheans 
found in the city in the time of Gelasius were by his order 
driven into exile, and their books publicly burnt, Anastasius 
and Platina record in the Life of Gelasius; but that that 
mutilation of the Sacrament by division is to be attributed 
to Manicheans only, or to Manichezans at all, history 
furnishes no evidence, and the words of Gelasius themselves 


are against it, for he would not admit Manicheans either 


to divided or undivided sacraments. Also Gelasius affirms 
that that sacrament cannot be divided without superstition, 


I 
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and great sacrilege ; and hence infers that the sacrament is 
neither to be given nor received except undivided. Nor 
from this do the Papistical dividers of the mystery derive 
any advantage that of the same sacrilege they have pat- 
riarchs Manicheans, who by different ways meet at the 
same abyss of audacious sacrilege. But Micrologus also 
teaches that the opinion of Gelasius is universal, in his 
book on Ecclesiastical Observances, chapter xix., where from 
Julius and Gelasius he proves that it is not lawful for any 
one of the people who has received the body of the Lord 
to abstain from participation in the cup; for division of 
sacraments of this kind cannot take place without great 


_ sacrilege. But this writer lived in the time of Gregory VIL., 


Pope of Rome, and after the death of the same Gregory, 
as is to be gathered from the words of Micrologus himself in 
chapter xvii. of that book. 

(XI. xix. 8.) Forbes proceeds to quote Hugo de Sancto 
Victore and Lombard on the same side. Both deny that 
mutilation of the Sacrament is lawful, and Hugo gives the 
reason—that taking in both species signifies at the same 
time the redemption of the body and soul of the person who 
receives, 

1. Why did our Lord choose the bread and wine for 
the signs? Was it not to signify that He was the living 
bread by whom alone the soul of man could have life ? 
(John vi. 51, etc.). 

2. Why did He so distinctly separate the wine from the 
bread? Was it not to signify that He was so by His 
death : the bread and wine separated signifying the separa- 
tion of His blood from His body, which meant death; and 
which thus made the Sacrament the memorial signifying 
His offering His life “a full, perfect and sufficient sacrifice, 
oblation and satisfaction for the sins of the whole world.” ? 

3. What is thus the significance of the whole? That it is 
by His death that our Lord—‘ our Passover sacrificed for 
us ”—is the life of human souls, and their redemption from 
bondage to sin and death, as the death of the Paschal lamb 
was the saving of the bodies of the children of Israel from 
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death by the destroying angel and from bodily bondage to 
Egypt. 

TNS power of the Eucharist lies in its being the \ 
memorial of Christ’s death, and all its blessings come not | 
from, but through the memorial, from the one only effective | 
sacrifice of all time, of which the Eucharist is the memorial _ 
appointed by Himself, the Lamb of God which taketh away - 
the sins of the world. 

The absence of the separated wine impairs the significance 
of the Eucharist as a memorial significant of the death from , 
which all blessings flow. 

(XI. xix. 9.) “From the hypothesis of Transubstantia- 
tion,” Forbes proceeds, ‘‘the adversaries gather the right of 
dividing the mystery (sacrament). But the consequence 
of that argument is first to be denied ; because the Institu- 
tion of this Sacrament is repugnant to the division of the 
mystery, and the pattern celebration, and that precept of 
the Lord binding all the guests at this holy table, or all 
communicants for ever, ‘ drink ye all of it’ (Matt, xxvi. 27), 
and the Apostolic inculcation of the institution in 1 Cor, x1., 
where He expressly mentions that Christ at the giving of 
the cup repeated the precept, ‘This do,’ and particularly 
fitted it to the taking of the cup. There is added also the 
Apostolic precept, ‘ Let a man examine himself, and so let 
him eat of that bread and drink of that cup’ (v. 28). He 
does not admit abstaining on account of dread, but when 
participation is needful, he commands everyone so to 
examine himself, adding the command to eat and drink. 
Every man, therefore, who is capable of proving himself 
whether he is in the faith, and who, having performed the 
proving, has found that he is faithfully and devoutly dis- | 
posed, is commanded to eat of that bread, and not less to * 
drink of that cup.. There is. added also this argument : the 


' constant doctrine and practice of the universal Church 
agrees since the first institution for a thousand whole years 
and nearly a hundred more before the introduction by the 
 Transubstantiarians of that audacious innovation. Then 


is to be denied the antecedent, or the very foundation of 
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that argument by which from the hypothesis of Transub- 
stantiation they infer that it is lawful to take the Sacrament 
under one species, and that this sumption is sufficient : for 
the hypothesis of Transubstantiation is false, as we have 
already demonstrated.” 


OF THE PROPITIATORY SACRIFICE OF THE Mass 


(XI. xix. 10.) On Transubstantiation also rests the sac- 
rilegious opinion of the propitiatory Sacrifice of the Mass, as 
is clear from the words of the Tridentine Council, sess. 22, 
chapter 2: ‘‘ Since in this Divine sacrifice which is offered 
in the Mass the same Christ is contained, and He is im- 
molated without blood who on the altar of the cross offered 
Himself with blood, the Holy Synod teaches that that 
sacrifice is truly propitiatory, and by itself is made, etc.” 
They add that ‘it is solemnly offered not only for, the sins, 
penalties, satisfactions, and other necessities of the faithful 
living, but for the dead in Christ not fully purged.” And 
afterwards in Canon I. they pronounce Anathema against 
those who shall have said that in the Mass a true and proper 
Sacrifice is not offered. Yet the Holy Scripture presses 
upon us the only true and proper sacrifice, truly and 
properly propitiatory—namely, that bloody sacrifice once 
(semel) offered by Him who alone was sufficient for this 
ministry, our Great High Priest Jesus Christ, never after- 
wards to be offered by anyone for the remission of sins—as 
we have shown more at large in our [venicum, Book IL., 
chapter ii., near the end of the Thirteenth Proposition. In 
that place we have refuted the Tridentine doctrine of the 
Sacrifice of the Mass by eighteen arguments, and have 
already disclosed the mind of the Fathers. To recall that 
dissertation, and reproduce it, we have thought would not 
be without advantage. 
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DISSERTATION on the SACRIFICE OF THE MAss, and so on 
the vocation of the Priests of the Romanists to offer the 
‘SACRIFICE OF THE Mass (chapter xx. of the ustructiones) 


(XI. xx. 1.) “Describing the Matter and Form of the 
‘Sacrament of Orders, in the ordination of a Presbyter, 
Eugenius IV., Pope of Rome, in the Council of Florence, 
in the decree regarding the union of the Armenians, says, 
“The matter is that by the delivery of which Order is 
conferred ; as the Presbyterate is conferred by the delivery 
of the cup with wine, and the paten with bread... .’ Of 
such a sort as this is the form of the Priesthood: ‘ Receive 
thou authority to offer the Sacrifice in the Church for the 
living and the dead in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’ Thus Eugentus. 

“But we justly demand that they produce the authentic 
enactment by Divine Authority of this sacrificing Priest- 
hood of theirs for the living and the dead, and by these show 
us the order of their Priesthood, whether they are Priests 

after the order of Aaron, or after the order of Melchisedek. 

But it cannot rightly be called either. The Tridentines, 
indeed, seem to refer their priesthood, which they call the 
priesthood of the New Testament, to the order of Melchis- 
edek (Council of Trent, sess. 22). To this error we oppose 
the following arguments :— 

1. The Romanist Priesthood is a Priesthood of many : 
but the priesthood after the order of Melchisedek is 
not of many, but of one,—Christ : and by this differs » 
from the Aaronic Priesthood (Heb. vii. 23,24). See 

- Argument 106. 

2. That one priest after the order of Melchisedek, namely 
Christ, has no successor in the Priesthood: for he 
hath an unchangeable Priesthood (érapéBarov) for » 
ever (Heb. vii. 24). 

3. To no one who is a sinner and weak can this Priest- 
hood be appropriate (Heb. vil. 26, 27, 28). 

4, In the Priesthood after the order of Melchisedek, there 
is only one sacrifice, not many (Heb. x. 12), but that » 
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unique (stmgularis) sacrifice in which the Mediator 
is immolated, as Augustine says in his Euchiridion, 
chapter Ixii. The Romanists, indeed, say that 
in the Sacrifice of the Mass they immolate that 
same Christ who on the Cross offered Himself with 
blood once [only] (Council of Trent, sess. 22). But 
this they say falsely, out of the false hypothesis of 
Transubstantiation. 

5. lhe Priest [Christ] is Himself the Sacrifice, who by the 
Eternal Spirit offered Himself without spot to God 
for an odour of sweet smell (Heb. vil. 27; ix. 14, 26; 
Eph. v. 2). 

6. This sacrifice He offers, not daily, or often [od Kal 
ypepav, ovde modes], but once [arat, epdraé], never 
afterwards to be offered (Heb. vil. 27; ix. 12, 25, 
72 io ceMay, A CASA Ba O74 

7. After that unique offering, once made, no place is 
left for any new oblation, either of this sacrifice 
itself, or of any other sacrifice for sins (Heb. x. 12, 
14,18). It is pia @voiu, a unique victim or host, 
Vv. 12, pia mpooopa, eparaé, a unique offering, once. 
made, vv. I0, I4, ovkers wporopda mept dpaprias, 
there is no more oblation for sin, v. 18. That is, nor 
is there any other thing which may be offered in 
propitiation, nor is there any other act of propitiatory 
oblation. 

“The Tridentines say that Christ in the Last Supper 
offered His body and His blood under the species of bread 
and wine, and in the same place constituted the Apostles 
Priests of the New Testament, and commanded them and 
their successors to offer it, in these words,—‘ This do in 
remembrance of Me’ (Council of Trent, sess. 22, chapter 1). 
But rather is the Holy Scripture to be believed which says 
that He offered Himself not often, (roAAd«is), but once 
(eporag), And by that unique oblation, once made, he 
obtained eternal redemption, abolished sin, sanctified us 
and perfected for ever (or consecrated, reteAwwxevar) those 
who are sanctified. And to this unique oblation once 
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made, He joins the Sacred Scripture,—ro Aoiwov—for the 
rest or what remains,—from henceforth expecting till his 
enemies be made the footstool of His feet (Heb. x. 13), and 
ex. devrépov that having been once offered to bear the sins 
of many He should appear a second time apart from sin to 
them that wait for him, unto salvation, in His last advent in 
glory in the day of judgment. 

(XI. xx. 8.) “However often Christ is offered for the 
remission of sins, so often He dies; for He does not obtain 
remission of sins except as Mediator of the New Testament ; 
but where a Testament is there must also of necessity be 
the death of the Testator; and however often He offers 
Himself for the taking away of sin it is necessary that He 
should suffer (Heb. ix. 15, 16, 25). Most vain therefore is 
the fiction of a bloodless propitiatory sacrifice. 

(XI. xx. g.) ‘‘ In the whole institution and celebration of 
the Supper, absolutely not the slightest mention is made 
of sacrifice, or oblation, or priesthood, except in the words 
“which is broken for you,’ and ‘ which is shed for you for 
the remission of sins.’ These words signify the suffering 
and death itself of Christ on the Cross: but in the sacrifice 
of the Mass the Papists deny that Christ Himself truly 
suffers or dies, or that His body is truly broken or His 
blood truly shed. See De Consecratione, dist. 2, can. Ego 
Berengarius, in the Gloss, and the Council of Trent, sess. 13, 
chapter 3. 

(XI. xx. 10.) “ In the celebration itself of the Supper, the 
Lord mentions the oblation for us, and for the remission of 
sins, no other but that (oblation) in which His body was 
broken and His blood shed, and He died. And the oblation, 
—this death for us,—He commends to us to be commemor- » 
ated, not repeated. Most impiously, therefore, do they act 


who without the Word of God expect remission of sins from 


, any other oblation, as if it were truly propitiatory. We use 
_ the Sacrament as an instrument of grace, and a symbolic 
commemoration of the death of Christ, and His true and 
propitiatory sacrifice once offered for us, as the Lord com- 
-manded. But not as itself a true and proper propitiatory 
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sacrifice, as the Tridentines call it, in sess. 21, can. 1 and 
can. 3, affirming of the Sacrament properly what is proper 
to the ves sacramentt, and only symbolically and sacra- 
mentally appropriate to the Sacrament (the outward sign). 

(XI.xx.11.) ‘When the Papists understand those sacrificial 
words, frangitur, effunditur, is broken, is shed—signifying 
at least slaying, not properly, but figuratively, that they 
may refer the breaking and shedding in the Sacrament of 
the Eucharist to the species only, the body and blood of 
Christ being uninjured (De Consecratione, dist. 2, Ego Beren- 
garius, in the Gloss; and the Council of Trent, sess. 13, 
chapter iii.), why do they so greatly urge the literal sense 
of the word corpus (body), when Testament also must needs 
be interpreted figuratively? If they admit no figures in 
the words of the Lord, let all be interpreted literally ; but 
if they contend that there is a figure in any place, why are 
they so averse to the figurative exposition of the words 
corpus (body), sangius (blood) in the subjects of those 
propositions whose attributes frangitur (is broken), effun- 
ditur (is shed) they themselves expound figuratively ? 

(XI. xx. 12.) “When the breaking and pouring out of 
the species alone cannot be propitiatory for us, or merit the 
remission of sins and eternal salvation, yet that breaking 
and pouring out of which the Lord speaks in the institution 
of the Supper may be propitiatory for us, and meritorious 
of remission of sins and eternal salvation ; it is certain that 
that very breaking and pouring out is understood (or meant) 
which was made in that unique oblation in which Christ 
gave Himself for us to be an offering and sacrifice to God 
for an odour of sweet smell (Eph. v. 2), giving His life for 
the sheep (John x. 15). As therefore the breaking which 
takes place in the celebration of the Eucharist is the body 
of Christ dying on the Cross ; in the same manner also that 
which in the Eucharist is called the body of Christ, is that 
very true body of Christ which was taken of the Virgin 
Mary, and broken for us on the Cross. Christ Himself, 
indeed, is immolated in that celebration, yet not in Himself, 
but in Sacrament. (These two—‘in Himself’ and ‘in | 
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Sacrament ’--Augustine opposes to one another in Epistle » 
23.) So also, what is given to us in the Supper under the 
species of bread, is the very body of Christ, not in Himself, 
but in Sacrament; that is in the Sacrament of that very 
body. 

(XI. xx. 13.) ‘‘ The following is what the Tridentines say 
in sess. 22 :—‘ That the fruits of that bloody offering are 
most richly perceived through the unbloody one ; that the 
former is so far from being detracted from in any way 
through the latter, because the saving virtue of that bloody 
offering for the remission of those sins which are daily 
committed by us is applied by this unbloody offering.’ 
This, I say, is of no force to support their determinations 
concerning ‘ the true and proper and propitiatory sacrifice.’ 
For the function of such a sacrifice is to merit; but the 
application can be made without new meriting—without » 
a new propitiatory offering. By that His unique oblation 
Christ merited and obtained remission of sins, and its 
application to all those whom by that oblation He sanctified 
and perfected for ever ; nor is there further place left for any 
offering for sins (Heb. x. Io, 14, 18). The saving virtue 
of that offering is indeed applied through sacraments, as 
through applicative means, and not as through sacrifices 
obtaining merit. By faith the fruit of Christ’s passion is 
applied to us, but our faith is not the proper propitiatory 
sacrifice. So of Baptism. Certainly it is one thing to 
apply grace that has been obtained, and to seek its applica- 
tion from the mercy of a reconciled God. by humble prayer ; 
but another thing to obtain by merit and expiation the 
grace to be applied, or the application itself. The obtaining 
was perfectly done by the unique bloody offering of His 
unique, His truly propitiatory sacrifice by Christ ; but the 
applications are effected by the Word and the sacraments, 
and by faith, and by supplications, without any new pro- 
pitiatory offering, for that first one suffices for ever. Nor 
is anything left which by another oblation, or one of any 
other manner, may obtain by merit. For with respect 
to Avrpov—price paid—and merit God was perfectly 
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propitiated for us by that first oblation. Nor was there need 
of another propitiatory obtation, nor would there be place 
for it, unless (which is blasphemy to think) it is said that 
that unique oblation of Himself did not obtain eternal 
redemption for believers ; did not abolish their sins, did not 
sanctify them, did not perfect them for ever; in fact, that 
we have not perfect redemption and remission of sins by 
His blood, that is by that bloody offering. The sacrament 
of the Eucharist is therefore applicative of the saving viriue 
of that true and proper propitiatory sacrifice once (semel) 
offered by Christ in His bloody immolation, but is not itself 
truly and properly a propitiatory sacrifice. 

(XI. xx. 14.) ‘‘ Bellarmine in Book I., On the Mass, affirms 
that ‘it is required for a true sacrifice that that which is 
offered to God in sacrifice be wholly destroyed, that is 
changed, and cease to be that which it was before; and 
that in this chiefly a sacrifice differs from a simple oblation, 
which was sometimes in mystic rite lifted up before God, 
but not destroyed, except when it was truly sacrificed. 
And that it is required in a sacrifice that not only the use 
of the thing (vez) is offered to God, but also the substance 
itself; and so not only use but substance is consumed.’ 
Thus Bellarmine. I infer: from this that according to 
Bellarmine Christ in the Supper is not truly sacrificed, 
because it is not so destroyed that with regard to substance 
it ceases to be that which it was before, as took place on the 
Cross by the separation of the soul from the body. Hear 
‘the charming answer of Bellarmine himself in the same 
book, § Tertio per: *‘ Although the body of Christ suffers 
no hurt in itself nor loses its natural being (esse) when it is 
eaten in the Eucharist ; yet loses its sacramental being (esse), 
and ceases to be food perceptible by the senses.’ Thus 
Bellarmine. Just as if he had said: ‘It would have been 
enough for the theory of a true sacrifice, if Christ had given 
his vesture, made of wool or linen, or even of mere accidents, 
to be nailed to the Cross only that He should lie so long 
concealed under that vesture or those accidents, a silent 
spectator of a ridiculous drama, while that crucifixion was 
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gone through, Himself meanwhile being unhurt, and 
affected with no sorrow, or experiencing a sense of pain.’ 
This is certainly to summon from Orcus the impious ab- 
surdities of the Gnostics and the Aphtharto-Docete, as we 
shall show in Argument 17. Do you see what a sacrilegious 
mockery the Popish Mass is? Observe, in passing, the 
futility of the Papists when they read in Gratian those 
words of Ambrose on the consecration of the Eucharist, 
‘the utterance of the Lord is effective that they may be ° 
what they are, and be changed into another thing ’ (2 dist. 
De Consecratione, can. Panis est). They immediately cry 
out that the substance of the bread perishes, and is con- 
verted into another substance. And yet in defence of the 
sacrifice of the Mass those words, ‘It ceases to be that 
which it was before,’ they expound merely of an accidental 
change. Ambrose says that the Eucharistic elements 
remain what they were: Bellarmine says ‘that the Victim 
in the true Sacrifice ceases to be that which He was,’ and 
indeed by consumption of His substance. This in passing. 

(XI. xx. 15.) ‘The Scripture says ‘ the chastisement of 
our peace was upon Him, and with His stripes we are 
healed’ (Isaiah li. 5). And that God hath set forth 
Christ to be a propitiation (¢Aeor piv) through faith in 
His blood (Romans iii. 25): and that the blood of Jesus 
Christ purgeth us from all sin (r John i. 7). And that 
without shedding of blood is no remission (Heb. ix. 22). 
Peter the Apostle says that Christ bare our sins in his 
own body on the tree, that we, being dead unto sins, might 
live unto righteousness ; by whose stripes we are healed 
(x Peter ii. 24). . For neither did the remission of our sins 
cost little (Is. lili, ; Matt. xx. 28; Luke xxii. 24; Rom. v. ; 
and i Peter i. 14). Certainly, as the Apostle argues « n- 
cerning the Lord, ‘If righteousness is through the Law, 
then Christ died for nought’ (Gal. 11. 21). So also concerning 
that imagined bloodless propitiation we can say, ‘If by 
that bloodless propitiation there can be obtained mercy 
and grace and the gift of repentance and remission of 
crimes, and also of enormous sins,’ as the Tridentines assert 
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in session 22, chapter 2. Christ suffered such, and so 
great things and died in vain. Nor can it be said that that 
bloody offering was necessary to give propitiatory virtue 
to the unbloody one. For no oblation can be called truly 
and properly propitiatory but that which, not needing any- 
thing from elsewhere, by itself, and from itself, by its own 
virtue, not by the virtue of any other oblation, reconciles : 
which is by itself dvriAurpov, a ransom (x Tim. ii. 6). 
Besides, sins whose remission Christ merited by that His 
unique oblation, God so fully remits on account of that 
unique oblation, and so utterly forgets, that no place is left 
for any other offering for sins (Heb. x. 10, 14-18). 

(XI. xx. 16.) ‘‘ Every sacrifice is a thing complex, and 
made up of the material and formal. The matter of a 
sacrifice is that thing which is offered ; the form is the act 
of offering. This form does not exist without determinate 
matter ; and so in regard to the Sacrament it is said, ‘ The 
word is added to the element, and a sacrament is made’ ; 
so also concerning the sacrifice, ‘Oblation is added to the 
matter, or thing to be offered, and it is made a sacrifice.’ 
The matter, indeed, of the sacrifice can exist without the 
form; but it is not a sacrifice till the form is added. On 
that account Bellarmine considers oblation a genus of 
sacrifice properly so called. And he explains thus: We 
say that it is an oblation; that we may indicate it to be a 
kind (genus) of sacrifice ; for here we taku sacrifice for the 
act of sacrificing ; not for the victim itself which is being 
sacrificed, although that also is wont to be called a sacrifice. 
A sacrifice, therefore, taken for the action, is a species of 
oblation (offering), for that is a sacrifice which properly, 
and by itself, pertains to the action of the Priest.’ Thus 
Bellarmine in Book I., De Missa, chapter ii., § Primo igitur. 
And in this sense he contends that the Mass is a propitiatory 
sacrifice ; in the same book, chapter v. e seg., and Book IL, 
De Missa, chapter i. e¢ seg, But the act of oblation then 
only makes a sacrifice true and acceptable to God when it 
is done according to the Law of God and that we may please 
God. Whence Samuel, instituting a comparison between 
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the matter of private victims (sacrifices) and obedience, 
| says: ‘to obey is better than sacrifice, and to hearken 
than the fat of rams’ (rt Sam. xv. 22). Christ was man 
before He was sacrificed; but He then became a sacrifice 
when obediently, according to the command of God, He 
offered Himself a sacrifice to God for an odour of sweet 
smell. He Himself was the matter of the sacrifice: His 
obedience in the act of offering was the form of the sacrifice, 
and these two make one propitiatory sacrifice. For al- 
though to this matter nothing is wanting for infinite 
efficiency in respect of the matter, yet to the theory of a 
_ perfect sacrifice the act of offering and of obedience is 
_necessary. Whence the propitiatory virtue of that sacrifice 
is sometimes in Holy Scripture attributed to obedience, not 
_excluding the matter, but with connotation of it (Rom. v. ; 
Phil. ii.); but sometimes to the matter, not excluding the 
act of obedience in offering, as when we are said to have 
_ redemption in the blood of Christ, and to be redeemed by 
| His most precious blood (Col. i. 14; 1 Pet. i. 19). Propiti- 
ation, therefore, and reconciliation are effected by the 
efficiency of the thing (res) indeed, but also of the thing 
obediently offered, and takes place by the merit of obedience, 
indeed, but of obedience shown in the offering of that thing 
(ves), And whether you say that the thing is a sacrifice 
with connotation of the act of obedience, or whether you 
say that the thing offered, or that the oblation of the thing 
is the propitiatory sacrifice, you say what is true and in 
harmony with the Holy Scriptures. These things are 
certain and undoubted. These things which God hath put 
together let not man put asunder. 

‘“‘Hence I argue thus :—He who truly offers to God a 
sacrifice for men truly and properly propitiatory, and so 
by the merit of his act or of his obedience propitiates God 
towards men: that the obedience of Christ alone in offering 
is truly propitiatory. Christ alone by the merit of His act 
or of his obedience propitiates God towards men: and with | 
‘no other but Christ, either after Christ or before Christ, or 
in any other manner whatever, does this accord. Therefore 
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Christ alone truly offers to God a sacrifice for men truly 
and properly propitiatory. The major proposition is 
manifest from the foundation laid of the nature of sacrifice. 
The Apostle delivers the minor in Romans v. 16-19, where 
he teaches that all those who obtain remission of sins 
through the obedience of one Christ receive grace abund- 
antly, and the gift of righteousness, and are justified unto 
life, and that all are constituted just who obtain forgiveness 
of sins. But that now Christ is no longer in the state of 
meriting since He ascended is taught by Alexander Alensis, 
part 3, qu. 20, mem. 2, art. 1, and Thomas, part 3, qu. Io, 
art. 3, at the beginning. Sce the same, 2, 2, qu. 13 and 4 
ab 2. ‘No one merits except in this life.’ Augustine, 
Enchiridion, chapter i1.; Lombard, 4 Sent., dist. 50. 

(XI. xx. 17.) ‘‘ Those who assert that the Sacrifice of the 
Mass is a true and proper propitiatory sacrifice, furnish 
support to those abominable heretics, the Saturnians, 
Marcionites, and Manichzeans, who impiously said that 
Christ did not suffer truly, but putatively, and in phantasm, 
as they are described by Tertullian in his book De Prescrip- 
tione Hereticorum, chapter xlvi. and h., and Augustine, 
Heresy 29. For what need was there that He should suffer 
_ truly, when He could have offered ‘the unbloody sacrifice, 
Divine, truly and properly propitiatory, and by that un- 
bloody offering please God,’ and obtain for men ‘ mercy 
and grace to help in time of need, and the gift of penitence 
and remission of crimes, and even of enormous sins,’ as is 
daily done by that offering which ‘by the ministry of 
Priests,’ the Tridentines say is offered? How much rather 


should that be effected through that unbloody offering — 


which is made by Christ Himself with the sacerdotal 
mediation of no other. 


(XI. xx. 18.) ‘‘ No man taketh the honour of the Priesthood — 
to himself, but when he is called of God as was Aaron. So © 
Christ glorified not Himself to be made a High Priest, but | 
He that said unto Him, ‘ Thou art My son, this day have I — 
begotten Thee’; as He saith also in another place, ‘Thou | 
art a Priest for ever after the order of Melchisedek’ — 
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(Heb. v. 4-6). “Therefore doth My Father love Me because I 
lay down My life that I may take it again. . . . This com- 
mandment received I from My Father,’ says the Lord in 
John x., vv. 17, 18. But we read in the Holy Scriptures 
that Christ appointed in His Church Pastors and Teachers, 
Stewards, Bishops, Presbyters, Deacons; but concerning 
the institution of Priests to immolate Christ nothing at all - 
is found in the Holy Scriptures. What do the Tridentines 
say to this? They toss about - irrational thunderbolts 
(bruta fulmina), and imitate the sound of Olympus-like 
Salmoneus : 
Qui, demens, nimbos et non imitabile fulmen 
Aere et cornupedum cursu est imitatus equorum. 
(Virgil, Aineid VI. 590, 591), translated by Conington 
thus : 
Fond fool to think that thunderous crash, 
And heaven’s inimitable flash, 
Man’s puny craft could counterfeit 
With rattling brass and horse-hoofs’ beat. 

““« Tf any shall have said,’ they say, ‘ that in these words, 
This do in remembrance of Me, Christ did not make the 
Apostles Priests, or did not ordain that they and other 
Priests should offer His body and blood, let him be 
anathema ’ (Council of Trent, sess, 22, can. 2). 

“What, therefore? Do they here take the word /facite 
(do) in that sense in which it was said by Virgil, Cum factam 
Vitula, in the same way as, long before Virgil, in the 
Holy Scriptures themselves, facere sometimes signifies to 
sacrifice ? (Numbers vi. 16,17; Ps. Ixvi. 15). But those 
words were spoken to the Apostles even as guests (i Cor. xi. 
25, 20). And by that precept the faithful are bound to 
take and eat in remembrance of the Lord, as the Apostles 
then did: as pastors they are bound to take bread and dis- 
tribute, etc., as the Lord then did. Not to mention that 
hoc in the Latin version is of the Accusative case, also that 
it is inept to interpret the word facere (to do) in the sacri- 
ficial sense when in all the rest of the narrative there is no 
mention of sacrifice or offering. ‘But,’ says Bellarmine, 
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speaking of the Papists in Book I., De Missa, chapter xii., 
§ Sed errant, ‘Catholics do not argue so ineptly.’ How 
therefore do they argue? Bellarmine answers in the same 
chapter, that the Lord commanded the Apostles to do this 
which the Lord Himself did in the Supper. But that in 
the Supper the Lord Himself offered His own body as a 
sacrifice. And this he proves from the words of the Lord, 
is given, ts broken, 1s shed, which words are in the present 
tense, and signify the giving at that time, and the breaking 
of the body of Christ, and shedding of His blood, and for you, 
for many, that is to God, in sacrifice for many. Yet after- 
wards in the same chapter Bellarmine says that the blood 
of Christ in the Supper did not really flow out of His body. 

‘“‘T answer: What the true sense is of those words of the 
Lord, which is given, 1s broken, 1s shed for you, I have shown 
above (Argt 12). But look at Epistle 23 of Augustine, and 
you will notice a figure in the attribution itself, or a predi- 
cating the same thing of contradictories, and in the same 
degree in the word 7s of the third adjacent in a sacramental 
enunciation of this kind: This, that is, the bread; zs, that 
is, according to a certain manner; my body, that is, the 
very natural body of Christ. This is the doctrine of 
Augustine. See below, § 21, where the very words of 
Augustine are recited. Then, when the Lord was uttering 
these words, He had already given, or at least was giving, © 
to the disciples the broken bread and the cup withthe © 
wine ; nor was he then breaking, or pouring out. 

‘“‘T ask whether in the Supper Christ offered His body in 
sacrifice to God under the species of bread and wine, before 
the utterance of these words, This is My body ; or after, or 
_ in the very utterance which they call the consecration. Not 
before ; because His body was not yet under those species, as _ 
they themselves teach ; nor yet in the very utterance of those _ 
words, for those words are not sacrificial, nor do they signify — 
offering. Body, indeed, signifies the matter of the sacrifice ; 
but the word zs does not signify offering or immolation, as | 
if the sense were this 7s, that is to say, this 1s immolated. 

“And this licence of exposition having been introduced, — 
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not only would the proper signification be abandoned, 
which they urge with such clamour, but also we shall find 
in the Holy Scriptures an infinity of immolations made. 
“Nor after the utterance of those words, because, as I have 
said, He had already given the bread to the disciples, or at 


least was giving it, and they were receiving it, and during» » 


the giving He was pronouncing the words, Take, eat, this is 
My body, etc. Nor afterwards is it read that He received it 
back from them that He might offer it to God in sacrifice ; 
nor after the utterance of these words, This is My body, 
This is My blood (is it read) that He again brake the bread 
or poured out the wine; but only that by those words He 
expounded what He wished to signify by that preceding | 
breaking done before the giving, and by the wine now in 
the cup, out of the grapes, potable, namely, that very 
bloody oblation of Himself for many, then, indeed, future 
but now past initself; yet in every celebration of the Holy 
Supper present in Sacrament. Rightly Augustine,—‘ In 
Sacraments, not what they are, but what they show, or 
signify is thought of (attenditur); since they are signs of 
things (signa rerum), being one thing, signifying another’ 
(Augustine, Book III., Against Maximus, chapter xxii.). 
And here Bellarmine is not in agreement with the old 
Latin Vulgate version, which has ‘ quod pro vobis tradetur,’ 
which shall be given for you (z Cor. ii. 24): ‘ qui pro multis 
’ effundetur’ (Luke xxii. 20). Thus also Jerome and 
Ambrose read. Hilary, speaking of the completed mystery 
of the Supper, says, ‘He had consecrated the blood of His 
{ body to be shed for the remission of sins’ (Hilary, can. 31, 
On Matthew). ‘Since, therefore, those sacrifices cannot show 
_ the tables [=law appointing them] of their vocation, let 
impartial judges consider on whom recoils that anathema 
of the Tridentines hurled forth with rash impiety, and 
impious rashness. ‘ As the sparrow in her wandering, as 
the swallow in her flying, the curse that is causeless lighteth 
not” (Prov. xxvi. 2, R.V.). Meanwhile let those sacrificers 
fear the Apostolic denunciation of anathema against those 
_ who preach to us another Gospel than that which we have 


: K 
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received in the Scriptures, legal and evangelical (Gal. i. 8, 9)’ 
(Augustine, Book III., Contra Literas Petiliant, chapter vi.). 

(XI. xx. 19.) ‘‘Do we therefore condemn that expression 
of the Fathers by which they called pastors priests, and 
the celebration of the Eucharist a sacrifice ? 

“T answer: 1. We do not condemn it. But yet, that 
from the beginning it was not so, Bellarmine reminds us, 
‘I say,’ he says, ‘that the first Christians, on account of 
their fresh remembrance of the Aaronic priesthood, ab- 
stained from using not only the word temple, but also the 
word priesthood, lest Judaic ceremonies should seem still 
to remain. Accordingly the Apostles in their Epistles, for 
Priests say Bishops and Presbyters ; for temples, Churches ; 
and similarly Justin, Ignatius, and the rest of the most 
ancient Fathers speak.’ Thus Bellarmine, book De Cultu 
Sancto, chapter iv., § Ad Testimonia Patrum. Assuredly 
they did not disguise the truth of the Apostles’ doctrine, 
but ‘renouncing the hidden things of shame, not walking 
in, craftiness, nor handling the Word of God deceitfully, but 
by manifestation of the truth commending themselves to 
every man’s conscience in the sight of God’ (2 Cor. iv. 2). 
Neither did they abstain from the word Priest, or Sacrifice, 
whether true or external, whether they acknowledged a 
spiritual or a sacrificial priesthood (Heb. ii. 17; iv. 18; and 


elsewhere throughout that Epistle ; Eph. v.2; Rom. xii. 1; | 


Philip. ii..17; iv. 18; Heb. xiii, 25,26; 2 Peter 1.5), 

“2. Then from the mere sound of a word introduced after- 
wards by man, a valid argument cannot be drawn for the 
confirmation of any dogma, whose truth as to the sense 
cannot be demonstrated from the Scriptures themselves, 
and in this manner the Fathers demonstrated the truth 
signified by the words opootc.os, rpdowrov, Ocoroxos, etc. 

“3. The ancient Fathers, who in this argument used the 
words, sacrifice, priesthood, altar, oblation, and Mass, were far 


from the error of those massmakers, who, blaspheming, say , 


that they properly and truly offer Christ to God enclosed + 
in the species of the bread and the wine, in a sacrifice truly 
propitiatory. Nothing of this kind is found in the Fathers, 


ii 
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(XI. xx. 21.) ‘‘ To omit the oblation of the elements made 
by the people, and that the pastors received the things 
offered by the people from the hands of those offering them, 
and placed them on the Lord’s Table, and with Nasir 
prayer offered them to God to be sanctified and consecrated 
to be a saving sacrament for the people (see dist. 2, De 
Consecratione, can. Non oportet aliud, and the three following 
canons). To omit also the Eucharistic sacrifice of praise 
which the pious offered to the Lord in that commemoration » 
of the Lord’s death, In a double sense the ancients called 
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper a sacrifice :— 

“1. Improperly and by metonymy from the thought of 
that true and proper sacrifice which Christ in His Passion 
offered for us; of which the remembrance and _ grateful 
commemoration is celebrated in the Eucharist; which 

properly and truly is a Sacrament commemorative of that 
sacrifice: but improperly and by metonymy of the thing 
signified for the sign, it is called a sacrifice. And in this 
sense it can also be called propitiatory. Because sym- 
bolically and commemoratively it is that very sacrifice, 
truly propitiatory, which Christ in His Passion offered for 
us: for it is the sacramental commemoration of that 
sacrifice. John Chrysostom in Sermon 17, On the Episile 
to the Hebrews, chapter x., says: ‘We offer, indeed, but 
making a commemoration of His death. ... This [the 
commemoration] is the figure of that [the sacrifice of Christ 
in His Passion] and the very self of it. That [sacrifice] we 
also now offer which was then offered, which is not con- 
sumed. This is done in commemoration of that which was 
done then. For He said “ Do this in remembrance of Me.” 
Not another sacrifice after the manner of the High Priest of 
old, but the same we make always. Or rather we celebrate - 
the commemoration of the sacrifice.’ To the same purpose 
Augustine : ‘The flesh and blood of this sacrifice was before 
the coming of Christ promised by the similitude of the 
animals slain in sacrifice; in the Passion of Christ it was 
_ rendered in very truth itself ; since the Ascension of Christ 
, it is celebrated by the sacrament of its memory ’ (Book IL., 
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Against Faustus, chapter xxi.). The same Augustine in 
another place (Epistle 23): ‘In truth we often thus speak, 
‘as when Easter is approaching we say that to-morrow or 
next day is the Lord’s Passion, when He suffered so many 
years ago, and only once altogether was that Passion 
suffered. Indeed on that very Lord’s day we say, “‘ To-day 
the Lord rose from the dead,” when so many years have 
passed since He rose. Why is no one so silly as to argue 
that we, when we thus speak, have lied, but because we 
take those days as the similitude of the days when these 
things were done, as it is called that day, which is not that 
day itself, but its like in the revolution of time: and it is 
said to be done on that day on account of the celebration 
of the Sacrament which was first celebrated on that day, 
but now long ago. Was not Christ immolated in His own 
person once, and yet in Sacrament not only in all the Easter 
solemnities, but every day He is immolated for the people : 
and assuredly he does not lie who, being asked, answers 
that He was immolated. For if sacraments had not a 
certain similitude to the things of which they are the 
sacraments, they would not be sacraments at all. But from 
this similitude they generally receive also the names of the 
things themselves, As, therefore, according to a certain 
manner, the Sacrament of the body of Christ is the body of 
Christ, the Sacrament of the blood of Christ, the blood of 
Christ; so the Sacrament of the Faith [Baptism] is the 
Faith.’ Also in another place, speaking of the Sacrament 
of Baptism, and the celebration of the body and blood 
of the Lord, ‘ As,’ he says, ‘to follow the letter, to take 
the signs for the things which are signified by them is 
senile feebleness, so to interpret signs unprofitably is the 
symptom of balefully spreading error’ (Book [II., De 
Doctrina Christiana, chapter 1x.). 

(XI. xx. 22.) ‘‘In another sense also the Fathers called 
the celebration of the Eucharist a sacrifice, (not, however, 
propitiatory), to wit, in a spiritual sense ; and that in three 
ways :—I. From consideration of the action itself, so far as 
. it is part of the worship due to the only God: in which 
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sense Augustine said in Book XX., Against Faustus, chapter 
xxl,: ‘To sacrifice to God in the commemorations of 
martyrs, which we very frequently do, at least in that rite 
in which He directed sacrifice to be made to Him in mani- 
festation of the New Testament; which pertains to the 
worship which is called /atvia, and is due to God alone. But . 
what shall [ do, or when shall I make clear to the so great 
blindness of those heretics how great force that has 
which is sung in the Psalms (Il. 23), “ The sacrifice of praise 
shall glorify me, and there is the way where I shall show 
him My Salvation. ‘The flesh and blood of the sacrifice, etc.” 
The rest we have already cited above (§ 21) in explaining 
the sense of the metonymy.’ To this first mode of spiritual 
sacrifice pertains that definition of sacrifice which Augustine 
gives in Book X., De Civitate Dei, chapter vi.: ‘A true 
sacrifice every work is which is done that we may cleave 
to God in holy fellowship: related certainly to Him, the 
Supreme Good, in whom truly we can be blest. Whence 
- also mercy itself, by which man is aided, if it is not for God’s 
sake it is not a true sacrifice. ... This definition also 
includes the following special modes of spiritual sacrifice. 

(XI. xx. 23.) “2. The second mode is found in the sacri- 
fice of calling upon God out of a contrite heart and sincere 
faith. Of this sacrifice and offering there are two parts: 
(x) Humble and sincere confession of sins with pious contri- 
tion of heart. ‘The sacrifice of God is a broken spirit ; a 
broken and contrite heart, O Lord, Thou shalt not despise ’ 
(Ps. li. 17). (2) The other part of this spiritual offering is 
suppliant, earnest, and believing imploration of the mercy 
of God. Of this part the Lord says, ‘ Call upon Me in the 
_ day of trouble: I will deliver thee, and thou shalt praise 
Me’ (Ps. 1. 15). And David, ‘Let my prayer be set forth 
in Thy sight as the incense: and let the lifting up of my 
hands be an evening sacrifice.’ ‘Prayer, purely directed 
from a faithful heart,’ says Augustine, ‘rises like incense 
from the holy Altar,’ in his exposition of that Psalm. The 
first part is confession, the other prayer. 

“John Chrysostom entwines the two parts, saying, ‘In 
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the oblation which we offer, we offer also our sins, saying, 
“ whether we have sinned wilfully or thoughtlessly, forgive.” 
That is, we remember (or we mention) these first ; and then 
- seek pardon.’ Thus Chrysostom in Sermon 17, On Hebrews 
ix. (in the end of the chapter). The first part he calls ‘ the 
oblation of sins,’ the other part, ‘the petition for pardon.’ 

(XI. xx. 24.) “And this oblation we fitly make in the 
celebration of the body and blood of the Lord, in which 
we commemorate His death, and make that commemoration 
not for ourselves alone ; ‘sweetly laying it up in our minds 
that for us His flesh was crucified and wounded,’ as Augustine 
says in Book III., De Docivina Christiana, chapter xvi. But 
also in sight of others we make a certain real public pro- 
fession of our faith regarding the Passion of Christ; and 
exhort them by our example to the faithful discharge of 
the same duty. Also we make the same commemoration 
to God; giving thanks to Him, and suppliantly seeking 
pardon in the name of the Mediator crucified for us, praying 
with confidence that with God we may find mercy, and 
grace to help in time of need (Heb, iv. 16). 

(XI. xx. 25.) “ And thus setting forth to God the Passion 
of His Son, which He endured for us, we can be said in a 
manner to offer to God Christ immolated in His passion, 
or His very obedience and bloody immolation. And this 
' we offer to God not sacrificing Christ, or immolating Him 
anew, but commemorating that unique immolation of 
Christ made once (semel) in His Passion; suppliantly 
praying God that, looking on it, He will be propitious to us 
sinners: ot on account of this our commemoration, but on 
account of that bloody, truly and properly sacrificial and 
propitiatory oblation ; which we commemorate and offer 
to God by an offering not sacrificial but commemorative ; 
not propitiatory and meritorious, but supplicatory and 
Eucharistic. We pray, indeed, that God will make us find 
mercy and grace through this commemorative oblation, as 
a means instituted by God, by the fit use of which we may 
obtain from Him the good things promised to us; such a 
means as are also Baptism, the hearing of God’s Word, 
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prayer, etc. But we do not ask that, on account of the 
dignity or merit, or any propitiatory force in this our obla- 


tion, God will give us bountifully mercy and grace ; but only 


that He will do so on account of the dignity and merit and 


- propitiatory force, which is eternal, of that unique sacrificial 


and propitiatory oblation made in the Passion of the Lord. 

(XI. xx. 26.) “In the eternal strength of that unique 
oblation, He, our Great High Priest, appears now before the 
face of God for us (Heb. ix. 24): That one Victim offered 
once for sins, sitteth for ever at the right hand of God making 
intercession for us (Heb. x. 12; Rom. viii. 34); having an 
eternal and unchangeable priesthood, so that it may con- 
tinue for ever, whence He is able to save to the uttermost 
and for ever those who come unto God by Him, ever living 
to make intercession for them (Heb. vil. 24, 25). For the 
perpetuity of the Priesthood of Christ does not consist in 
this—that His true immolation should be made for ever by 
priests, as if His priesthood would necessarily be extin- 
guished by death unless those reiterated sacrifications in 
Masses were made, as impiously and contrary to the Scrip- 
tures the Tridentines declared in Session 22. But it consists 
in the perpetual force of that unique immolation once made 
in His Passion, and in His perpetual intercession for us at 
the right hand of the Father—as the Holy Scriptures teach 
in the passages cited by me here—and above in the argu- 
ments against the sacrifice of the Mass. Whence Chrysostom 
in Sermon 17, On Hebrew x., says of Christ, éraé arpooyvex On, 
Kab eis TO del apkeoe, ‘He was offered once and it sufficed 
for ever.’ 

(XI. xx. 27.) “3. The third consideration of sacrifice and 
spiritual oblation in the Eucharist meets us in the oblation 


_which the faithful offer to God—not only the symbols to 


e, 


be consecrated, but also themselves; by approaching the 
Lord’s Table, and professing themselves redeemed by the 


blood of the Lord, and bond-servants of the Lord by right 


of redemption, and by vowing faithful service. The | 
Apostle exhorts that we present our bodies a living sacrifice, 
holy, acceptable unto God; that we may be transformed 
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by the renewing of our mind (Rom. xi. 1, 2): ‘ This,’ says 
Augustine, ‘is the sacrifice of Christians; being many we 
are one body in Christ ; which also the Church celebrates 
in the sacrament of the altar known to the faithful ; where 
it is shown to Him that in that oblation which she offers, 
she herself is offered’ (Augustine, Book X., De Civitate Dei, 
chapter vi.). 

‘« All these three modes of spiritual sacrifice can be reduced 
to that sacrifice of praise which God claims in Ps. |. (where 
see Augustine), not excluding the reason of the distinction 
which we have indicated. Here are pertinent those words 
of Eusebius of Czsarea in Book I., De Demonstratione Evan- 
gelica, last chapter, in the end of the chapter: ‘ Therefore 
we both sacrifice and are sacrificed, at that time celebrating 
the commemoration of the great Sacrifice, and the mysteries 
(sacraments) appointed by Him, and offering the thanks- 
giving (evxapurriav) for our salvation in solemn hymns 
and prayers to God, then dedicating ourselves to Him and 
to His High Priest, the Word, devoted in body and 
soul.’ 

(XI. xx. 28.) ‘“‘ Among the Israelites (whose Church and 
nation itself was a type of the Christian) the Priests and 
High Priests of sacred things were called, and were, priests 
truly and properly: thence, on account of a certain simili- 
tude of public presidency, and ecclesiastical care, the 
Fathers in the Christian Church gave the name of Priests 
to the Ecclesiastical pastors, by metaphor. In the same 
metaphorical sense the Deacons were called Levites; and 
the Bishops, High Priests. Besides, so far as concerns 
spiritual oblations, all of us who are faithful may be a holy 
priesthood to offer spiritual sacrifices to God by Jesus 
Christ (1 Peter ii. 5), and have this honour in common,— 


Matres atque viri, puert innuptague puellez,— 
(Mothers and fathers, boys and unmarried girls) : 


yet because pastors are the dispensers of the mysteries of 
God, and compose public prayer, for the rest, and by office 
undertake other parts of public worship,—for that reason to 


\ 
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Pastors or Presidents (rots tpesraor)—those set over (in). 
dispensers of the mysteries of God, on account of a certain 
superiority, the appellation of Priests may be suitable in 
the spiritual sense. 

‘But properly and truly, from the true and proper 
immolation of Christ, no one can be called a Priest but 
Himself, the Lord Jesus Christ, a Priest for ever after the 
order of Melchisedek, having an unchangeable priesthood. 

(XI. xx. 29.) ‘The appellations of sacrifice, oblation, 
priesthood, priests, having been introduced, the Table began 
to be called an altar, in a metaphorical sense, because the 
sacramental symbols were placed and consecrated on the 
Table, and the pastors placed upon it the gifts which 
the people offered. Also, standing at the Table, the pastors 
offered up prayers, and made those oblations which we have 
mentioned above, although it is properly a table (as it is 
called in Holy Scripture, and frequently in the writings of 
_the more ancient Fathers), but not an altar. Our Altar is 
Christ, sanctifying our oblations ; as was rightly taught by 
| Hesychius, or Isychius, on chapter i. of Leviticus, and 
_ chapter iv. of the same book. See Matt. xxiii. 19; John 
XV. 19; Heb. xiii. 10; 1 Peter il. 5; Rev. viii. 3.” 


Of the OrIGIN, PROGRESS, and INSTABILITY of the ERROR of 
TRANSUBSTANTIATION, and of the UNHAPPY AGE. Being 
Chapter xviii. of Book XI. of the /ustructiones. 


(XI. xviil. 1.) The first founders of this error I find to 
be the worshippers of images in the eighth century, at 
which time John Damascene, a worshipper of images, was 
illustrious in the East, about A.D. 740. 

He, in order to oppose the attackers of images, who held 
the Eucharist to be the only legitimate image of Christ, was 
by an insane zeal for images, and by the ardour of conten- 
tion, carried away so far as even incautiously to contradict 
the Holy Fathers, and did not blush to profess these things 
in public writing: “ But neither,” he says, “are bread and 
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wine the figure of the body and blood of Christ (for this may 
God forbid !) but the very body itself of the Lord endowed 
with Divinity ; inasmuch as the Lord Himself said ‘This 
is,’ not ‘ the sign of My body,’ but ‘ My body,’ nor ‘ the sign 
of My blood,’ but ‘My blood.’” Thus John Damascene 
in his fourth book on the Orthodox Faith, chapter xiv. 
Following him a certain Epiphanius, the Deacon in the 
Second Nicene Synod, or rather the Second Nicene Synod 
itself, affirms that the consecrated bread and wine was by 
no approved Father called a type or antitype of the body 
and blood of the Lord. ; 

And this incautions and shameless assertion that uni- 
versal Second Synod of Nica, held in favour of the religious 
worship of images in A.D. 787, approved, as is patent from 
the sixth Act of the same Pseudo-Synod, vol. ti., last 
section. And that this assertion was incautiously and 
rashly made by them, those testimonies of more ancient 
Fathers declare which were adduced by us in Chapter [X. in 
confirmation of our first argument against Transubstantia- 
tion. More skilful interpreters, therefore, of the Word of 
the Lord were those three hundred and thirty-eight Bishops, 
who, in the Council of Constantinople, called the Seventh 
(2cumenical Council, A.D. 754, asserted with the Holy 
Fathers that the consecrated Eucharist also is an image 
and type of the body of Christ. How far nevertheless the 
resolution of Damascene and those Nicene men were from 
‘the Transubstantiation afterwards devised, we have shown 
above in Chapter XV., §§ 17 and 18. 

(XI. xvill. 2.) In the following, that is the ninth, century, 
the question concerning the Eucharist began to be agitated 
in the West: Paschasius Radbertus (who, Bellarmine says, 
in his book On Ecclesiastical Writers, was the first who 
seriously and fully wrote of the truth of the body and 
blood of the Lord against Bertram), and Amalarius, Bishop 
of Treves (or, as James Ussher says, in the confutation of a 
Jesuit chapter on the real presence, of Metz and then of 
Lyons), introducing a certain substantial conversion and 


presence. Which error was opposed by Raban Maurus, ¥ 


ea 
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Archbishop of Mayence, and Bertram, Presbyter and Monk 
in the Monastery of Corby over which Paschasius ruled. 

(XI. xviii. 3.) Certainly Amalarius, in his fourth book, 
On Ecclesiastical Offices, chapter xxiv., professes that he 
believes “that the simple nature of the bread and wine 
is turned into the reasonable (vationabilem) nature, that 
is of the body and blood of Christ.” Which words of 
Amalarius, though somewhat hard, could receive a pleasing 
interpretation, if there were not the obstacles both of those 
who resisted his doctrine on the Eucharist, and also of the 
authority of the Church of Lyons, differing in that same 
ninth century on a certain other controversy, in which the 
testimony of this Amalarius given in favour of the adverse 
opinion, the Church of Lyons took exception to in this 
censure: “But that,” it says, ‘‘among others who are 
mentioned as having written on so great a question, that is 
of Divine foreknowledge and predestination, Amalarius is 
placed, and Saint John (Scotus) is reported to have been 
compelled by them to write: we took it very hardly and 
sorrowfully that ecclesiastics and prudent men did them- 
selves so great injury that they questioned Amalarius as to 
the nature of his faith, who by words and letters, lies and 
errors, full of fantastic and heretical disputations, infected 
and corrupted, as far as it was possible, almost all the 
churches in France, and some also of other regions, so that 
not only ought he to be questioned as to his faith, but that 
all his writings ought certainly after his death to be burnt 
with fire, lest the more simple, and those who are said to 
love them much, and diligently read them, should in the 
reading of them be unprofitably occupied, and perniciously 
duped and deceived.” These concerning Amalarius and 
the Church of Lyons, in book concerning three Epistles, 
somewhat before the end of the book. In Vol. IV. of the 
Library of the Fathers, Edition 4, part i., col. 391 D. 

(XI. xviii. 4.) While this controversy was blazing, Bertram 
wrote, on the exhortation of Charles the Bald, that remark- 
able book on the body and blood of the Lord in which he 
makes perspicuously clear the doctrine of the Ancient 
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Fathers—and strongly refutes the new error of Paschasius, 
To these there joined themselves Walafridus Strabo, Abbot 
of Richenau, and Heribaldus, Bishop of Altissidore, of whom 
also Robert, Monk of Altissidore, in his Chronology relates 
that he was beloved of King Charles the Bald, as James 
Ussher in his book on the Succession and Status of Christian 
Churches, chapter 11., observes. But afterwards, with a long 
interval of centuries, Thomas Waldensis, new favourable 
to Transubstantiation, while he enumerates various heretics 
arisen among various peoples, not only puts Berengarius in 
that class, but also Heribaldus and Rabanus. “ The con- 
tagion,” he says, “of the Priscillianites having broken out 
among the Spaniards, and not being at once extinguished, — 
raged over the world. France also produced Abelard and 
Berengarius ; Germany, Heribaldus and Rabanus.” Thus | 
Thomas Waldensis in vol. i. of Doctrinal Faith, in the pro- 
logue to Martin V., Pope of Rome, who also in a Pontifical 
Rescript approved of that work. See also vol. ii., chapter 
xix., and chapter Ixi. of the same work of Thomas Wal- 
densis, and James Ussher’s book on the Succession and 
Status of Christian Churches, chapter ii. In this place he 
detects a certain imposture, saying, “Apart from this 
Epistle of the Pontificate, which, with that absurd dogma 
of theirs regarding the Sacrament of the Eucharist, made 
agreement impossible, the Epistle [of Raban] being attri- 
buted to Helgimon, they cried up, under the false title of | 
Raban, the very work of Paschasius Radbertus, refuted. 
by Raban in that Epistle [Raban, De Sacramento Altaris. 
In many MSS., Codices, and the Edition printed at Cologne, 
A.D. 1551, from the Library of Cuthbert Tunstall]. See 
Thomas Waldensis, vol. ii., De Sacramentis, chapter xi.” 
Thus James Ussher. 

(XI. xviii. 5.) The same doctrine with Raban’s and Heri- 
bald’s, and Bertram’s (or Ratram’s) Florus Magister, a 
writer of the same ninth century, taught, who also flourished 
in the time of Charles the Bald. There is extant his 
exegesis, or exposition, of the Mass, in the Library of the 
Fathers, vol. vi. of the fourth edition. In that exegesis 
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on the words “quam oblationem Tu, Deus, in omnibus, 
etc.,” he says that ‘‘ the bread and wine, although taken from 
the simple fruits of the earth, are by the ineffable power of | 
the Divine benediction made to the faithful the body and 
blood of the only-begotten Son of God. That this is a 
reasonable offering (hostia), that is, full of reason, full of 
mystery.”” And immediately explaining that more clearly, 
he says, ‘When the creatures of the bread and wine are by 
the ineffable sanctification of His Spirit turned into the © 
Sacrament of His flesh and blood, Christ is eaten. He is 
eaten in part in the Sacrament, and remains the complete 
whole in Heaven. He remains the complete whole in thy 
heart.”” And further on, on those words, ‘‘ who, the night 
Detore He sutfered, etc.,”’ he says, “‘Conficere, to make, ! 
that is to consecrate the Sacrament of the body and blood 
o: “the Lord... . Of the bread he says, ‘take and eat.’ 
. . . All therefore that is done in the oblation of the Lord’s 
body is mysterious [mysterium=Sacrament]: one thing 
is seen, another is understood: what is seen has a bodily 


form; what is understood has spiritual fruit. . . . Wine 
was the mystery of Redemption, when He says, ‘I will 
not drink henceforth of this: fruit of the vine.’ ... The 


offering, therefore, of that bread and cup is the commemora- | 
tion of Christ’s death [signified by the bread (signifying 
Christ’s body), and the wine (signifying His blood) in 
separation as in death]. Also in those words ‘supplices 
te rogamus, etc.’ Christ is the food of the Church, Christ 
is her drink, flesh is the food of God, wine, the drink of God. 
Christ is daily ministered to us. That food does not fatten 
the body, but it strengthens the heart of man. This is the 
bread of life; he therefore who eats life cannot die.” Thus 
Florus, A.D. 837. In this observe that the fruits which are 
taken from, the earth become the body and blood of the 
Lord, which is impossible literally, therefore it is done 
mystically (sacramentally), as Florus interprets in such a 
way that then may be made to the faithful the body and 
_ blood of the Lord, that is, may not remain within the 
| limits of their natural efficacy, but may, by the ineffable 
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sanctification of the Spirit be turned into the sacraments of 
His body and blood in such a way that the faithful, taking 
them, feed on Christ, and that He may remain in their 
hearts, so that now they cannot die. Although meanwhile 
the mystery [Sacrament] of so great a benefit, outwardly is 
bread and wine. Therefore unbelievers do not take the 
flesh and blood of the Lord, but only the bread and 
wine, 

(XI. xviii. 6.) In the same century, celebrated in France, 
lived our countryman, Joannes Erigena Scotus, whom 
Cardinal Baronius in his annals calls a man of great name 
in A.D. 883. He also opposed the error of Paschasius, 
having written a book on the Sacrament of the Eucharist. 
And albeit some things which he wrote on certain other 
questions were at once not undeservedly condemned, yet 
there was no dispute stirred in his lifetime about what he 
wrote concerning the Eucharist, and he himself also passed 
his whole life in the highest honour with the Churches and 
Kings of France and England, and having died (in A.D. 883) 

was placed in the catalogue of the Martyrs for Christ, by 
authority of the Roman Pontiff, as testified by John Lesley, 
Bishop of Ross, in his fifth book on Scottish events in the 
reign of Donald VI., 74th King of Scots. 

(XI. xviii. 7.) That book of John Scotus was many years 
afterwards so highly prized that the contrary error was not 
yet supported by any public decree, or the truth of that 
book denied, until at length, one hundred and sixty-seven 
years after the death of John Scotus, the gangrene of error 
now creeping further abroad, and occupying openly the 
place of public judgment itself, by the Papal and Synodical 
decree of Leo IX., Pope of Rome, and the Council of 
Versailles, the book of John Scotus and the doctrine it 
contained were condemned; along with Berengarius, now 
the defender of the same, who was a native of Tours, a 
deacon of Anjou, also proscribed; and the doctrine of 
Paschasius Radbertus was openly received and approved 
in A.D. 1050, as Lanfranc, a partisan and defender of the 
Paschasian Doctrine, writes in his book, On the Sacrament 
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of the Eucharist, against Berengarius, in the Library of the 
Fathers, vol. vi., 4th Edition. 

(XI. xviii. 8.) Nor is it wonderful that at that time the 
~ Roman Church and its admirers lapsed into such irration- 
ality; for not only in the religious adoration of images 
(which brought forth this substantial conversion and 
corporal presence in the Eucharist), and the invocation of 
angels and dead men, Rome became xareidwAos (Acts 
- xvii. 16), wholly given to idolatry, but also between the 
death of John Scotus and the long-deferred sentence against » 
his book on the Eucharist, iniquity did so greatly abound, 
and thick darkness envelop the world, and especially the 
city of Rome, as that while men slept the tares sown 
_ unhindered struck root, and grew up to maturity. 

Also the Roman Pontiffs who sat in those times for the 
most part obtained that seat by evil arts, and badly ad- 
ministered the high office badly acquired, and often left it 
by a tragic and inglorious end. Wernerus Rolivingus, a 
Carthusian, author of Fasciculi Temporum, beginning to 
_ write of those times, says: “ Love waxed very cold in those 
times, and iniquity began more than ordinarily to abound.” 
And immediately he breaks out into this lamentation : 
“Alas! Alas! Alas! O Lord God, how has the gold be- 
come dim, how is its best colour changed! O most evil 
time, in which the righteous have failed, and the faithful 
are minished from among the children of men! . Ah! 
what assembly, what congregation, what man, will now 
be safe, if primitive sanctity thus hath failed?”’ Then 
writing of Boniface VI. and Stephen VII., and some follow- 
Ing Pontiffs (successors of Formosus), he says, “ Nothing but 
scandalous things have I found concerning these on account 
of contentions unheard of in the Holy Apostolic See ; one 
against another, and both against each other.” Also of 
Mohn X11, “ That John was a hunting man (venator), 
and altogether slippery (lubricus); kept women publicly, 
on account of which he was deposed by Otto, But he did 
not care. At length when delighting himself with the wife 
of a certain man, he is at the very time struck through by 
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the devil, and dies suddenly without penitence. Ah! 
eternal God, how unequal these to their predecessors! O 
the depths of the judgments of God! who shall find them 
out?” And of Benedict V.: ‘“‘Sanctity,” he says, “‘ aban- 
doned the Popes, and as appears at the time, went over to 
the Emperors.” And of Boniface VII., who died suddenly, 
his eyes having previously been put out: ‘‘ Note,’ he says, 
“that these are slain, as in the primitive Church, but no 
martyrs they.” And of Silvester VIT. he says that “ Silvester 
was made Pope by the aid of the Devil, to whom he did 
homage.’”’ And of Benedict IX.: “Here Ptolemy notes 
that the arrogance of the Supreme Pontiffs always had a 
bad end; and is the cause of many schisms. It is 
remarkable.” 

All these and more the reader will find in the Fascicult 
Temporum. Sabellicus, writing of Leo V. and Christopher 
in Book I. of Enneas (the number 9), says that the Papal 
dignity comes to this, that it was the laughing-stock of all 
the lowest; that it was captured by the lowest for lust. 
Sabellicus also in the second book of the same Enneas, 
writing of Boniface VII. and other Roman Pontiffs during 
those times, says: ‘‘ It is wonderful to tell how great during 
that time was the degeneration from the piety of the old 
Popes: the old Popes increased the glory of the Pontificate — 
with their blood ; the later Popes profaned it with murders | 
and robberies; the former enriched churches with votive 
offerings, the latter stripped them by sacrilege ; the latter 
seek to obtain a good thing by evil arts, the former ap- 
proached it when offered with reluctance and modesty ; 
so that it is difficult to judge whether the old Popes were 
most marked by restraint and innocence, or the later 
ones by shamelessness and indiscretion. But would that 
this age alone had seen the evils!’? Thus Sabellicus bears — 
testimony. 

(XI. xviii. 9.) “ These things,” says Forbes, “are nor 
mentioned by us to the end that in the perverse manner of — 
some who know not how to reason we may drag in the vices — 
of men to dishonour their doctrines; but that we may ~ 
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observe thence the justice of the Divine judgment: for 
men already obstinately idolatrous in practice and in creed, 
and neglecting piety, being let loose to all impiety, ungrate- 
ful to God, not receiving the love of the truth, it is just and 
usual with God to give them over to a reprobate mind, 
and send them a strong delusion that they should believe 
a lie, and become vain in their reasonings, and their foolish 
hearts be darkened, and when they profess themselves wise, 
become fools, and do the things that are not seemly, being 
filled with all unrighteousness, fornication, dishonesty, 
malice, etc., that they all might be judged who believed 
not the truth, but had pleasure in unrighteousness, As 
the Apostle teaches us in Romans i. and 2 Thess. ii. In 
these times when that falling away (arooracia) was ripening 
_ which the Apostle foretold in the cited chapter to the 
Thessalonians. Accompanying the apostasy there was 
that anti-Christian and tyrannous savageness concerning 
which the same Apostle in the same place, and John in the 
Apocalypse, chapters xi. and xiii., wrote. So that freedom 
of intercourse was left to no one unless he had the character 
or name of the beast, or his number, and whosoever spake 
against the beast was slain. Hence that regulation of 
Alexander III., Pope of Rome, in the Council of Tours, 
against the Albigenses, whom he calls heretics, in A.D. 1163. 
“Let no one presume to give them a place of refuge in his 
land, or to afford them protection. But neither in selling 
nor in any buying shall any intercourse be had at all with 
them, that at least by the loss of the comforts of humanity, 
they may be compelled to return from the error of their 
way. But whosoever shall contravene these [regulations] 
let him be smitten with anathema, as partaker of their 
iniquity. But if they shall have been apprehended, being 
delivered into the custody of the Catholic Princes, shall be 
punished by the loss of all their goods.’ 

“These are the words of Alexander III., Pope of Rome, 
with the Council of Tours, which he calls General, over 
which he himself presided, and in which there were with 
him seventeen Cardinals, one hundred and twenty-four 
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Bishops, four hundred and fourteen Abbots, and a very 
great multitude of others, both clerical and lay. In the 
volumes of the Councils, vol. viii., part 2, Paris edition. 
And this is the fourth of the new chapters promulgated in 
that Council.” 

(XI. xviii. 10.) Hence that rule which Lanfranc thrusts 
forward like an egis against Berengarius in his book on 
the Sacrament of the Eucharist :—‘‘ That every man is a 
heretic who differs in faith from the Roman and Universal 
Church.” Ineptly, indeed, and sophistically he glues 
‘“* Universal ”’ on to ‘‘ Roman,” as if, that is, anyone were 
to be held an enemy of the Universal Church, because he 
dissents from the present Roman Church, though he follows 
the Ancient Universal Church. The same [Lanfranc] also 
witnesses that Berengarius, through fear of death did not 
dare to defend his opinion before the Council, but confessed, 
that he agreed with them. And that that had twice 
happened to Berengarius, namely, in the Council of Tours, 
held in the time of Pope Victor II. (who immediately 
succeeded Leo IX.), and afterwards in the Council of Rome, 
over which Nicolas II., Pope of Rome, presided. Guit- 
mundus, a disciple of Lanfranc, writes that that Council of 
Tours was presided over by Hildebrand, then Archdeacon 
of the See of Rome, in his third book on the verity of the 
body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist. But that there 
took part with Nicolas in that Roman Council one hundred 
and thirty Bishops, Algerus relates in his first book of The 
Sacrament of the Body and Blood of the Lord, chapter xix. 
Where also is the confession prescribed to Berengarius in 
that Council, and claims that it was submitted to by sub- 
scription. And this also Lanfranc had previously related 
in his book written against Berengarius. And afterwards 
Gratian inserted the same in his Canonical Law, dist. 2, De 
Consecratione, can. Ego Berengarius. The work of putting 
it together was given to Humbertus, Bishop Cardinal, and 
he (according to Lanfranc) gave it to Berengarius as ap- 
proved by Nicolas in the whole Council. Whence Lanfranc 
infers that it was written to be given not only to Humbertus, 
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but also to Pope Nicolas and his Council. That Council of 
Tours was held A.D. 1055, but the Roman one in A.D. 1059, 
as Baronius notes in his Annals, Yet afterwards Beren- 
garius, moved by repentance of his denial of the truth, 
wrote a book against that erroneous confession, and against 
the Roman Church of that time, and that Council of Nicolas. 
“In fact,” says Berengarius, “the truth itself has not 
found the Roman Church holy, but the Church of Maligners, 
the Council of Vanity, not Apostolic, but the See of Satan.” 
This Lanfranc relates from Berengarius’ book. I confess 
that Berengarius ought rather to have ended his life by an 
honourable death, than commit perjury, swear falsehood, 
abjure his faith, with which Lanfranc taunts him. But 
at the same time it must be confessed that Peter the 
Apostle, even if, through being struck with fear, he sinned 
by the triple denial, and perjury, yet in repenting did not 
sin. The power of the Roman Pontiffs was formidable, 
and the monstrous cruelty, always derided by the primitive 
Christians, for the time drove due constancy from the 
breast of the timid man not fortified to endure martyrdom, 
An example to be pitied and not followed. Nor, indeed, if 
Berengarius had stuck fast in the mire would the cause 
which he previously supported be for that reason the worse, 
though he would have been the more unhappy. These 
things are read in the Cologne edition of Binius, in the second 
part of vol. i1., p. 401, and in the Parisian edition in the 
first part of Vol. VII., p. 488, the acts of a certain Roman 
Council, as under Pope Gregory VII. (that is the Hildebrand 
of whom I made mention above), held in a.p. 1079, where 
again Berengarius is read to have consented to substantial 
conversion (that is, Transubstantiation). 

(XI. xviii. 11.) The author of Fasciculus Temporum 
(Wernerus Rolivingus) writes that the disciples of Beren- 
garius were not converted, so that that “heresy” fora 
long time afflicted the Church. Thus he, led away by the 
error of his time, calls that doctrine a heresy which, without 
accusation of heresy, the Orthodox Fathers openly professed 
through ten whole centuries, even up to that century which 
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most closely preceded the times of Pope Leo IX. (of which 
Bellarmine in his Chronologia says, ‘‘ Behold the unhappy 
century, in which were no illustrious writers, no councils 
—Pontiffs caring too little for the Church. But Divine 
Providence brought it to pass that no new heresies should 
arise’’), Sothat, I say, even in that unhappy tenth century 
this doctrine was still set forth by learned men without any 
evil report of heresy. Heriger, Abbot of Lobau, famous 
for literary knowledge, brought together against Radbertus 
many writings of the Catholic Fathers, concerning the body 
and blood of the Lord: Sigebert, Monk of Gemblours, in 
his book on Illustrious Men, chapter cxxxviii.(so it is read 
in his own MS. in the Codex Gemblacensis, and in many 
other codices, on the testimony of Suffridus Petrus, editor 
of the work, A.D. 1580). It is noted in the margin that 
Heriger flourished in A.D. 990. 

(XI. xviii. 12.) The same doctrine of Raban and Bertram, 
and John Scotus, and the Ancient Fathers, was in the same 
tenth century openly professed, without any aspersion of 
heresy, by A&lfric, Abbot of Malmsbury, and with him the 
Bishops and the whole Church of England; as James 
Ussher shows from the Paschal Homily of the same Aélfric, 
and other writings, in his refutation of a Jesuit chapter on 
the Real Presence, near the end of the chapter. In the 
same century also, Ratherius wrote (as testified by Sigebert 
in his book on Illustrious Men, chapter cxxxviil.) a book 
on the body and blood of the Lord, in what sense is uncere 
tain to us. But him the same Sigebert, in his Chronicle at 
A.D. 932, calls Raberius, and says that he wrote many 
things useful to readers. And this I note, because Suffridus 
Petrus thinks that Heriger wrote against the man whom he 
calls Ratherius in an annotation in chapter cxxxvill, of 
Sigebert’s book on Illustrious Men. 

(XI. xviii, 13.) At length in the eleventh century the 
ancient doctrine was defamed with the word heresy, and 
the contrary error openly received as the truth. Hence 
took its origin that confession prescribed to Berengarius, 
by Nicolas II., Pope of Rome, and his Council of one hundred 
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and thirteen Bishops, which, from the first book of Algerus, 
I exhibit to the reader. 

(XI. xviii. 14.) ‘“‘I Berengarius, unworthy Deacon of 
St Maurice, Angers, acknowledging the true Catholic and 
Apostolic Faith, anathematise every heresy, particularly 
that concerning which I have hitherto been blamed (‘nfam- 
atus): which endeavours to establish that the bread and 
wine which are placed on the Altar are after consecration 
only the Sacrament, and not the.true body and blood of our 
Lord Jesus Christ: nor can sensibly, except in Sacrament 
only, be handled by the hands of the Priests, or broken or 
masticated by the teeth of the faithful. But I agree with 
the Holy Roman Church, and Apostolic See, and with 
mouth and heart profess that I hold the same faith con- 
cerning the Sacrament of the Lord’s table, which the Lord 
and venerable Pope Nicolas and this Holy Synod has by 
Evangelic and Apostolic authority delivered to be held 
and has proved to me; namely, that the bread and wine 
which are placed dn the Altar are after consecration not 
only the Sacrament, but also the true body and true blood 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, and are sensibly, not only in 
Sacrament, but also in reality handled by the Priest, broken | 
and masticated by the teeth of the faithful, swearing by the © 
Holy Consubstantial Trinity, and by this Holy Gospel of 
Christ, etc.” 

(XI. xviii. 15.) By the authority of this confession Algerus 
in Book I., chapter xix., proves that Christ Himself, 
or His very body which was crucified for us, is now, in) 
the celebration of the Eucharist, broken with hands and . 
masticated with teeth, although at the same time it remains 
also whole. As if he said that Christ, secundum idem, ad 
idem, and by the same manner of breaking and masticating, 
is at the same time broken and not broken, masticated and 
not masticated. 

And in order to escape this contradiction later Transub- 
stantiarians said the breaking was to be referred only to 
the sacrament or sacramental species of bread and wine, 
but the integrity only to the body of Christ itself (on 4 Sent, 
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dist. 12, and can. Ego Berengarius, dist. 2, De Consuetudine, 
in the Gloss). But that exposition contradicts Pope 
Nicolas to his face, and his Council, who clearly affirm that 
not only the Sacrament, but the true body of our Lord is 
not only in Sacrament, but also in verity, sensibly handled 
by the hands of the priests, broken and masticated by the 
teeth of the faithful. Which words concerning the sub- 
stantial body of Christ itself, that itself in verity, or in itself 
is broken and_masticated—that is, more closely touched, 
more strongly pressed, truly divided and distributed in 
parts, Lanfranc, in his book on the Sacrament of the 
Eucharist, and Guitmundus in Book [. on the verity of the 
body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist can be rightly 
understood. But Guitmundus, fearing this opinion, sub- 
joins another; namely, that the host is not broken, nor 
divided, but that the Sacraments of the Holy Table re- 
main undivided and indivisible, and that there does not 
take place there real breaking, or real mastication or 
division as appears ; but only that fraction and mastication 
appear to our deceived carnal eyes to take place. By the 
putting forward of these two opinions, he professes that he 
has nowhere further to go, and yet so trembles between the 
two that he leaves to the.reader’s option which to choose. 
Peter Lombard rejects both (4 Sent,, dist. 12), and each is 
reluted by the Transubstantiarians of to-day. 

(XI. xviii. 16.) The same Guitmundus, in the beginning 
of chapter 11., denies that the sacramental species are cor- 
rupted or putrefied, or can be nibbled by mice, or eaten by 
other living creatures, etc., and Algerus holds the same, in 
Book II., chapter i. This also is rejected by the Scholastics, 
and modern Transubstantiarians. For that reason on the 
margin of that passage of Guitmundus already cited, it is 
noted that that does not sufficiently agree with the con- 
clusions of sound theology. And to that passage of Algerus 
is premised an admonition that that chapter is to be read 
with care and judgment ; for that from true theology it is 
found that the sacramental species of the Eucharist are 
truly broken, consumed, corrupted, nourish, change, can 
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also be burnt, nibbled by mice, devoured by living creatures 
and that, not apparently only, but in fact is done. And 
the reader is sent to Thomas, part. 3, qu. 70, 3, 4, 5, 9, 7, 
and his interpreters, and other theologians of the school, and 
to Bellarmine, Book III., De Eucharistia, chapter x., and 1s 
also directed to turn back to the contrary note at the second 
book of Guitmundus. 

(XI. xviii. 17.) Guitmundus also says in Book II. that 
in the Mass of those who do not believe the virtue of the 
Word of the Lord (that is according to him, who do not 
believe that by virtue of that word a substantial conversion 
is made of the bread and wine into the body and blood of 
the Lord), the body of the Lord is not, or is invisibly with- 
drawn and other bread substituted to them in its place. 
But Algerus, in Book III., contends in a lengthy dissertation 
that the very body of Christ is truly there, and by them 
corporally taken. Nay, Guitmundus himself, forgetting 
what he has himself said, seems in the end of Book III. to 
contradict himself. Peter Lombard contends that heretics 
and Simoniacs, and excommunicated persons do not com- 
_ plete or consecrate the Sacrament of the Eucharist (4 Sent., 
dist. 13). But Bonaventura and Thomas and other com- 
mentators on the same place contradict the Master. These 
also are the words of Guitmundus, in Book II. :—“ It is 
false to say that no figure is the thing of which it is the 
figure.’”’ And thence he infers that it can be conceded 
without danger to the faith that Christ and His literal body , 
assumed of the Virgin is the Sacrament or sacred sign of | 
Himself, that is, of the same Christ,—of the same literal 
body. The opposite is taught by Hugo de Sancto Victore, 
in his Speculum Ecclesia, and Peter Lombard in 4 Sent., 
dist. 8, and his interpreters. 

(XI. xviii. 19.) Besides, what do those words of Guit- 
mundus in Book II. mean? ‘That brute animals can 
come as near to the body of Christ as human vision can see. 
That then, either immediately, invisibly, by the ministry 
of angels always standing by Him, or by His own virtue, 
He is rapt away, and deposited in the heavens.” Thus 
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Guitmundus. Certainly from this it necessarily follows, 
that some substance of Christ is carried to heaven at once, 
or at least (as we are speaking of the unchangeable God) 
that the same flesh of Christ which was in heaven be- 
fore, begins now to be there in a new mode of presence. 
The Scholastics and modern Transubstantiarians concede 
neither: 

(XI. xviii. 20.) The change of the bread into the body 
of Christ Lanfranc calls material. Guitmundus (in the 
end of the third book) calls it substantial. But Peter 
Lombard says: “If it is asked of what kind that conver- 
sion is, whether formal, or substantial, or of some other 
kind, I am not capable of defining, yet I recognise that it is 
not formal, because the species [appearance, shape, form, 
figure] which were those of the things before, remain, and 
the savour, and the weight. To some it appears to be 
substantial.” 

{In $$ 2z and 22 Forbes returns to the confession of 
Berengarius, and discusses its divergencies from ancient 
patristic doctrine, confuting them with his usual arguments 
which have been mostly used before in his Instructiones, 
and then proceeds with § 23.] 

(XI. xviii. 23.) Nevertheless that Confession which was 
prescribed to Berengarius and his Council was for long 
afterwards regarded as an authentic declaration of the true 
Catholic and Apostolic Faith, which the Roman Church 
held and delivered to be held by all; passing by, as of no 
authority compared with it, all other expositions of the 
. faith made against Berengarius. For that reason not only 
Lanfranc, the contemporary of Nicolas, but also his disciple, 
Guitmundus, who when Gregory VII. was Pope wrote his 
work on this sacrament, as he himself testifies near the 
end of Book III. ; and afterwards, in the twelfth century, 
Algerus (Book I., chapter xix.), and Gratian (De Consecra- 
tione, dist. 2, can. Ego Berengarius), and Peter Lombard 
(4 Sent., dist. 12) mention only the Confession of 
Berengarius. 

(XI. xviii. 24.) Which yet was found so involved and 


TRUE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE 169 


troublesome, that the author of the Gloss exclaims on 
can. Ego Berengarius, dist. 2, De Consecratione: “ Unless 
you understand rightly the words of Berengarius, you will 
fall into a greater heresy than he had.’”’ Bonaventura also, 
speaking of the same Confession, says that that way of 
speaking, which is employed in that Confession is not to 
be maintained (on 4 Sent., dist. 12, part. 1, art. 3, qu. I, 
immediately after the resolution). On this account the 
“Doctor subtilis,” John Duns Scotus, openly declares that 
not till after that Lateran decree under Pope Innocent IIT., 
A.D. 1215, had it been necessary to believe that substantial 
conversion or Transubstantiation; for the truth of the 
Eucharist can be saved, the bread remaining, and without 
Transubstantiation: and that no sentence of Holy Scrip- 
ture, or any ecclesiastical determination, before that 
Lateran Council is found which either expressly teaches, 
or from which it can be clearly inferred, that the substance . 
of the bread does not remain in the Eucharist after con- 
secration (Scotus on 4 Sent., dist. 1, qu. 3, num. 3, 5, 13, > 
14, 15). | 

(XI. xviii. 25.) That Lateran decree or Creed is extant in 
the Acts of that Council themselves, Innocent III. presiding, 
celebrated in A.D. 1215, chap. I, and in the Decretals of 
Gregory IX. under the title of the Most High Trinity, and 
the Catholic Faith, chapter 1., Firmiter, § Una Vero. And 
there it is asserted that the body and blood of Jesus Christ 
is truthfully contained in the Sacrament of the Altar, under 
the species of bread and wine, transubstantiated, the bread 
into the body, the wine into the blood, by the Divine 
power. 

And this word “ Transubstantiation ” I find used in no 
previous Council, nor in Lanfranc, nor in Guitmundus, nor 
in Algerus, nor in any other writer more ancient than that 
Council, except in a certain Stephen, “‘ Episcopus Eduensis,” 
who in his treatise on the Sacrament of the Altar, chap. Xiii., 
says, ‘““We pray that the food of men may be made the 
food of angels, that is, that the oblation of bread and wine . 
may be transubstantiated (tvansubstantietur) into the body ¥ 
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and blood of Jesus Christ.” That treatise is extant in the 
Library of the Fathers, vol. vi., fourth edition, where it is 
pre-noted that this Stephen flourished about A.D. 950. 

(XI. xviii. 26.) But yet not only the Waldenses and 
Albigenses in the time of Innocent III. himself openly 
contradicted that Lateran decree, and consistently reject it 
to this day: and in the century immediately after Innocent 
John Wiclif controverted it : and afterwards the Bohemians 
professed the doctrine of Wiclif even to the great Reforma- 
tion. Not only, I say, did these so many and so great 
Christians put the ancient truth before that Lateran decree, 
and on that account did the Church of Rome proscribe 
them, and persecute them with sword and flame ; but also 
others, living in the communion of the Roman Church, 
celebrated in that Church for the praise of their doctrine, 
did not bear away so far from the findings of Innocentius 
and his Council that, thinking differently, they classed 
them with heretics, as we showed above in chap. xv., 
8$ 21-23. While, moreover, doctors investigate the mind 
‘of the Council, they go astray into various opinions, and 
miserably torture themselves, while they fight in such 
darkness, and do not dare to contradict the Roman Church 
to her face, that every opinion alleges for itself the authority 
of that Church, or at least exerts itself by no means to 
oppose it. 

The succeeding five sections give an account of the ex- 
traordinary discussions as to what becomes of the substance 
of the bread when Transubstantiation takes place, or 
whether the body of Christ passes into the stomach of a 
lower animal which eats the host, and the most extra- 
ordinary suggestions which Bonaventura, who took his 
share in the speculations, considered “‘ intolerable to pious 
ears.”” We pass them by. They furnish abundant evi- 
dence of the infinite and unprofitable dispute and division 
produced by error. 
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CHAPTER XXI 


CHAPTER XxI. of the IJmstructiones is headed: “‘ Against 
the corporal presence and ubiquity which the Lutherans 
affirm.” Doctrine hard to distinguish from this is often 
met with in quarters where Lutheran doctrine is not + 
professed or acknowledged. It may be useful therefore to 
give an account of Forbes’s teaching in this chapter. 

He begins thus (XI. xxi. 1): “‘ Although the Lutheran 
brethren deny Transubstantiation, and with us reject its 
fruits mentioned in last chapter [xx.], yet they do not swerve 
from the opinion of the corporal presence of Christ in the 
Sacrament of the Supper, and the ubiquity of Christ’s flesh » 
has been devised to support it. And to remove from them 
this error, although what has been brought forward above 
against the corporal presence may seem capable of being 
sufficient, yet in devotion to truth and peace I will add the 
following testimonies from the Catholic Fathers.” 

Of those whom he quotes we may present a few. In 
XI. xxi. 4 he quotes Ambrose, in his Sermon 56, De Tempore: 
‘““Whosoever desires to touch the Lord the Saviour ought 
first by his faith to place Him at the right hand of the Deity, 
and in the belief of his heart set Him in the heavens. . 

St Paul also taught us how we should seek the Saviour in 
the heavenly places, saying, ‘Seck those things which are 
above, where Christ is sitting at the right hand of God.’ 
Therefore, not on the earth or in the earth, nor according 
to the flesh ought we to seek the Saviour if we desire to find 
Him and touch Him, but according to the glory of His 
Divinity, that we may say with the Apostle Paul, ‘ after the 
flesh know we Christ no more’ (2 Cor. v. 16). Therefore 
St Stephen by his faith sought not Christ upon the earth, 
but recognised Him standing at the right hand of God; 

there he finds Him where in devoutness of mind he sought 
Him. For he touches the Lord when praying for His 
murderers, as if holding Him by faith, he says, ‘ Lord, lay 
not this sin to their charge.’ Understand therefore how 


<.. 
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great the glory of devotion is. Mary [Magdalene] standing 
beside the Lord is not worthy to touch Him; Stephen 
situated on earth touches Christ in heaven. She does not 
see the Saviour present among angels, Stephen among the 
Jews discerns his absent Lord.” 

“The same Ambrose, in his treatise on the Apostles’ 
Creed, chap. vi., says, ‘ Although we account that by the 
nature of the body assumed for our salvation He is con- 


_ tained in one spot of space, yet the nature of His divinity 


cannot be separated by diversity of place.’ And in chap. 
xxii., ‘For this is true resurrection which so gives glory to 
His flesh as not to take away its reality.’ ” 

In the next section (XI. xxi. 5) he quotes Augustine, 
Epistle to an Italian Widow, saying: “ Everything which 
can be seen with the eyes of the body must necessarily be in 
some place, and is not all in every part of it, but the smaller 
part of it in the smaller and the larger the larger.” 

Also in Epistle 57, To Dardanus, “‘ for as man He was on 
the earth, not in heaven where He now is, when He said, 
‘No one hath ascended into heaven but He who descended 
from heaven, even the Son of Man who is in heaven’: 
although as Son of God He was in heaven, as Son of Man He 
was on earth, and had not yet ascended into heaven... . 
Accordingly do not doubt that the Man Christ Jesus is now 
in that place from whence He is to come, and store up in 
memory and faithfully hold the confession of Christians 
that He rose from the dead, ascended into heaven, sitteth 
at the right hand of the Father, and is to come again from 
nowhere else, but thence to judge the quick and the dead. 
And so He is to come, on the testimony of that angelic 
voice, as he was seen to go into heaven, that is, in the same 
form and substance of the flesh to which assuredly He gave 


immortality, and from which He took not away its nature. 
According to this form it is not to be thought that He is 


extended everywhere. For care is to be taken not to add 
the Divinity in such a way as to take away the truth of the 
human body. But it does not follow that what is in God 


. is thus present everywhere as God. The one Christ Jesus 
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is everywhere, but as man in heaven.” The same Augustine 
is quoted to the same effect from his Book XX., Against 
Faustus, and from Treatise 31, On the Gospel of Si John, 
and Treatises 50 and 78 on the some Gospel. 

Again, in XI. xxi. 8, he quotes Eusebius (book Against 
Eutyches and Nestorius, near the beginning of the book): 
“The Saviour himself says, ‘Handle me and see, for a 
spirit hath not flesh and bones as ye see Me having.’ And 
certainly He said this after His resurrection, being such as 
He had companied with the disciples for forty days, eating 
with them and dwelling with them; said it, being such as 
He ascended into the heavens; said it, being such as He 
was when He promised that He was thence to come.” 

In XI. xxi. g Forbes continues: “ By the same argument 
falls the ubiquity or omnipresence of the body of Christ. 
For there to His disciples, before His ascension, Christ 
showed his body, palpable, visible, defined by the well- 
known structure of flesh and blood, bounded in space, and 
of the familiar stature, differing from our bodies in innocence 
and glory alone. And although in the unity of His person 

He is united to Deity, which does not happen to our bodies ; 

yet not on that account is it everywhere, as Augustine 
(rightly argues in his Epistle 57. For structure and bulk 
_and limits of the body accord with the body through its 
_ corporal nature, and do not depend on personality.” 

In XI. xxi. 10 Forbes quotes Leo the Great, Bishop of 
Rome, from his Encyclical Letter to Flavian, as follows :— 
‘ The properties of each nature being preserved, and coming 
together into one person, the humility is lifted up by the 
Majesty [Divinity], and each nature holds without defect 
its own properties, and as the form of God does not take 
away the form of a servant, so the form of a servant does 
not take away the form of God. Invisible in His, it was 
made visible in ours,” 

(XI. xxi. 11.) In this section Forbes quotes Vigilius against 
Eutyches: ‘To go to the Father and depart from us was 
to remove from this world the nature which He took from 
us. . . . The Son of God, according to the humanity which 
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He had taken for our redemption receded from us [at His 
Ascension]; according to His Divinity He says to us— 
‘Behold, [ am with you alway, even unto the end of the 
world.’ If He is with us, how does He say, ‘ the days will 
come when ye shall desire to see one of the days of the Son 
of Man, and ye shall not see it’? But He is both with us, 
and not with us; because those whom He left and from 
whom He departed in His humanity, He did not leave in 
His divinity ; for by the form of a servant which He took 
away from us into heaven He is absent from us; by the 
form of God which did not leave us on earth He is present 
with us ; yet both present and absent He is the same to us.”’ 

(XI. xxi. 12.) In Book IV. of the same work the same 
Vigilius says (arguing against the Eutychians): “If the 
nature of the Word and His flesh is one, how, when the 
Word is everywhere, is not the flesh also found everywhere ? 
For when it was on earth, it certainly was not in heaven: 
and now, because it is in heaven, it is certainly not on 
earth; and so much is it not [on earth} that we expect 
Christ to come from heaven, whom as the Word we believe 
to be with us on earth. Therefore according to you 
Butychians, either the Word with His flesh is contained in 
a place, or the flesh is with the Word everywhere ; as one 
nature does not admit of what is contrary and diverse. 


_ But to be circumscribed in a place, and to be everywhere 


- are diverse and widely dissimilar. And because the Word 


is everywhere, and His flesh is not everywhere, it appears | 


that He, one and the same Christ, is of both natures, and is 
indeed everywhere according to the nature of His Divinity 
and contained in a place according to the nature of his 
humanity ; that He is created and had no beginning ; is 
subject to death and cannot die ; one of which He has from 
the nature of the Word by which He is God; the other 
from the nature of the flesh, by which the same God is man. 
Therefore the one Son of God, and the same made Son of 
Man, has a beginning by the nature of His flesh, and has 
no beginning by the nature of his Divinity ; is created by 
the nature of His flesh, and not created by the nature of 
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His Divinity ; is circumscribed in a place by the nature of 
His flesh ; and is not circumscribed in a place by the nature 
of His Divinity; died by the nature of His flesh, and by 
the nature of His Divinity, did not, die. This is the 
Catholic faith and confession which the Apostles delivered, 
the martyrs confirmed, and the faithful hold till now.”’ 

In XI. xxi. 14 Forbes says: “But in favour of the 
ubiquity of Christ’s flesh those who defend it argue from the 
Hypostatic Union of the natures in such a way that if they 
wish their argument to be safe, they must necessarily affirm 
that the flesh of Christ even from the beginning of the 
Hypostatic Union in the womb of the conceiving Virgin, | 
from that moment was everywhere. See the Foundations 
of the Doctrine of the Most Holy Supper (edited with the 
places of Chemnitz), after chapter xii., pp. 127 sqqg., in the 
Witteberg edition, A.D. 1615. But without reason do 
they fear that the Hypostatic Union of the two natures— 
the Divine and the human—in Christ would be dissolved 
if Christ were anywhere as God where He is not as man, 


Nor is that ‘similar’ which they object about the body of 


a planet on a particular spot of a great circle, or a jewel on 
the bezel of a ring. For the immeasurableness of the Deity | 
is not quantitative, but above quantity, because Deity is — 
everywhere, whole, indivisible, co-extensive with nothing, 
neither separated from itself nor from humanity, by any 
interval of space, not having one part outside another part, © 
but simply indivisible, so that wherever the humanity of 
Christ is circumscribed in one place, although it be im- 
movably fixed to no certain place, yet remains personally 
united to Deity, in the person of the Word, and indeed, so” 
to speak, to all Deity, and all Deity to Him in the person of 
the Word, although His humanity is not immeasurable and 
illimitable as Deity is. Certainly if the Son of God were 
anywhere where the Son of the Virgin was not, the Hypos- 
tatic Union would be gone, two persons being substituted. 
But it is not taken away by this—that one and the same 
Christ, God-Man, is according to His Deity everywhere, 
and according to His humanity circumscribed in one place. 
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For the unity of the person is to be so understood that the 
propriety (properties) of each nature may remain unim- 
paired, as Catholic antiquity has always taught in harmony 
with the Holy Scriptures.” 

(XI. xxi. 15.) Fulgentius, in his second book to King 
Thrasimundus, near the end of the book, says: ‘ There- 
fore the Son of God, both by the Divine authority, and by 
the faithful and truthful opinions of the holy Fathers, is 
proved to be, according to the Divine nature, infinite and 
boundless, everywhere present, filling all things—now the 
Witness of our thoughts and works, and the future Judge 
and Rewarder of all. But because the same Son of God, 
true God begotten of the Father, was man, made true man 
for us; for He was made of the seed of David according to 
the flesh, containing in Himself true Divine and true human 
nature, did not lose what belonged to true Divinity, and 
received what belonged to true humanity; one and the 
same, born in time, according to the flesh, of His mother, 
who, according to His Divinity, of the Father, remaineth 
for ever; one and the same, finite man, of man; who is, of 
the Father Infinite God; one and the same, according to 
His human substance absent from heaven when He was on 
earth, and leaving earth when He ascended into heaven ; 
but according to His Divine and infinite substance neither 
leaving heaven when He descended from heaven, nor leav- 
ing the earth when He ascended to heaven. Which can be 
most surely recognised from the saying of the Lord Himself 
who, to show His local (finite) humanity says to His 
disciples, ‘I ascend unto My Father and your Father, and 
to My God and your God’ (John xx. 17). Concerning 
Lazarus also, when He had said, ‘ Lazarus is dead,’ He 
added, ‘and I am glad for your sakes that I was not there, 
to the intent that ye might believe.’ But showing to His 
disciples the infiniteness of His Divinity, He says, ‘Lo! I 
am with you alway, even unto the end of the world.’ But 
how did He ascend into heaven but because He, the same, 
is infinite and true God. . . . He says no ‘man hath as- 
cended up to heaven, but He that came down from heaven, 
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even the son of Man, which is in heaven’ (John iii. 13). 
Not because the human substance of Christ had been 
extended everywhere, but since one and the same Son of 
God and Son of Man, true God, of the Father, also true 
man, of man, although according to His true humanity, 
He then was locally on earth yet according to His Divinity | 
(which is nowise contained in a place) wholly fills heaven 
and earth. We perceive also intimated in the Apostolic 
doctrine that true humanity of.Christ, which is finite, as 
also His true Divinity which is for ever infinite. For, that 
Paul the Apostle might show that the body of Christ, true 
man, is locally contained, he says to the Thessalonians 
(xr Thess. i. 19), ‘Now ye turned from idols to serve the 
living and true God, and to wait for His Son from heaven, 
whom He raised from the dead, even Jesus,’ showing that He 
Himself was to come corporally from heaven whom he had 
known corporally raised from the dead. On that account 
He says again, ‘but our conversation is in heaven, from 
whence also we look for the Saviour—the Lord Jesus Christ.’ 
But if it is the true body of Christ, it can assuredly be con- 
tained in a place. . . . Since, therefore, the flesh of Christ 
has been shown to be without doubt local (Acts ii.), yet His 
Divinity omnipresent is recognised to be for ever, on the 
testimony of St Paul, who says to the faithful (2 Cor. xiii. 3), 
“Do ye seek a proof of Christ that speakethin me?’ But 
how could He speak in him, if He were not in him? And 
how did He ascend corporally into heaven and be said to be 
in His believer on earth if there is not in Him the immensity 
of Godhead, which can fill heaven and earth? For Paul 
says to the Corinthians, ‘Know ye not your own selves 
that Jesus Christ is in you?’ And to the Ephesians he 
says that in the inward man ‘Christ dwelleth in your 
hearts by faith.’ Therefore the Son is in heaven, that is, 
by the presence of his infiniteness, by which the Father 
and the Holy Spirit dwells in us.”” Thus far Fulgentius, in 
the place quoted. 

The same also, in Book ITI., to King Thrasimundus, near 
the end of the book, says: “ Christ, according to His perfect 
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manhood which He received, leaving the earth locally 
ascended to heaven.” 

(XI. xxi. 16.) In this section Forbes quotes Ferrandus, 
the Carthaginian Deacon, the contemporary of phn aA 
to the same effect. 

In the succeeding section (XI. xxi. 17) he gives the 
testimony of Pope Martin I., and the Lateran Council of 
one hundred and five Bishops, convened in A.D. 649 against 
the Monothelites, which in session 5, and anathematisation 
4, pronounced condemnation against those who do not 
- confess that our One Lord Jesus Christ was circumscribed 
- In body and uncircumscribed in Deity. Then with a 
number of references to authorities he brings chapter xxi. 
of Book XI. of his /nstructiones to a close. 
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